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Effective Pre-school Provision in Northern Ireland
(EPPNI)
Overview of the Project
The Effective Pre-school Provision in Northern Ireland (EPPNI) project is a longitudinal
study that assesses the development of children followed between the ages of 3 and 8
years. Both qualitative and quantitative methods are used to explore the effects of preschool experience on children’s attainment and progress on cognitive and
social/behavioural development at entry to school and up to 8 years of age. In addition to
pre-school effects, the study investigates the contribution to children’s development of
individual and family characteristics such as gender, family size, parental education and
employment. A parallel study is being carried out in England (Effective Provision of Preschool Education – EPPE). The EPPNI and EPPE projects are the first large-scale
studies in the UK to investigate the effects of different kinds of pre-school provision.
They relate experience in particular centres and type of centre to child development. The
data from England and Northern Ireland offer opportunities for potentially useful
comparisons.
The EPPNI and EPPE projects investigate three issues that have important implications
for policy and practice:




The effects on children of different types of pre-school provision,
The ‘structural’ (e.g. adult-child ratios) and ‘process’ characteristics (e.g. interaction
styles) of more effective pre-school centres, and
The interaction between child and family characteristics and the kind of pre-school
provision a child experiences.

Over 700 children were recruited from 80 pre-school centres from all Education & Library
Boards in Northern Ireland. Children and their families were selected randomly in each
centre to participate in the EPPNI project. In order to examine the impact of no preschool provision, an additional sample of 151 children without pre-school experience were
recruited from the Year 1 classes, which EPPNI children entered. The progress and
development of the children is being followed from age 3 until the end of Key Stage 1 of
primary school.
The 8 aims of the EPPNI Project


To produce a detailed description of the ‘career paths’ of a large sample of children
and their families between entry into pre-school education and the first four years
of primary school.



To compare and contrast the developmental progress of 800+ children from a
wide range of social and cultural backgrounds who have differing pre-school
experiences.
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To separate out the effects of pre-school experience from the effects of education
in the primary school period years 1, 2, 3 and 4.



To establish whether some forms of pre-school experience are more effective than
others in promoting children's cognitive and social/emotional development during
the pre-school years (ages 3-4) and the first four primary years (4-8 years).



To discover the individual characteristics (structural and process) of pre-school
education in centres found to be most effective.



To investigate differences in the progress of different groups of children, e.g.
children from disadvantaged backgrounds and both genders.



To investigate the medium-term effects of pre-school education on educational
performance at age 8 in a way which will allow the possibility of longitudinal
follow-up at later ages to establish long-term effects, if any.

 To relate the use of pre-school provision to parental labour market participation.
In the first stage of the study parents were interviewed concerning child and family
characteristics. Children were also assessed on social/behavioural and cognitive
development. The data provided on child and family characteristics and social/behavioural
and cognitive development at the start of the study can be used to investigate
social/behavioural and cognitive development at 3–4 years in relation to a range of
parental, family, child, home and childcare factors. This analysis is reported in technical
paper 2 (Melhuish et al, 2001).
Social/behavioural and Cognitive attainment and progress across the pre-school years have
also been analysed and reported in earlier technical papers 4 and 5 (Melhuish et al. 2002).
Analyses have been reported for cognitive attainment of children at the end of Primary 1,
and their progress across the first year of primary school in technical paper 6 (Quinn et al,
2003). Analyses have also been reported for children’s social/behavioural attainment at the
end of Primary 1 and their progress during the first year of primary school (technical paper
7, Quinn et al, 2004); and children’s attainment at the end of P2 and their progress over
the first two years of primary school for both social/behavioural development (technical
paper 9, Melhuish et al, 2004) and Literacy and Numeracy development (technical paper
10, Melhuish et al, 2004) Analyses have also been completed considering
social/behavioural attainment of children at the end of Primary 3, and the progress across
the first three years of primary school (technical paper 11, Melhuish et al, 2004).
Additionally, analyses of children’s Literacy and Numeracy attainment at the end of
primary 4 and progress across the first four years of primary school have been completed
(technical paper 12, Quinn et al, 2005).
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Introduction
The EPPNI study has investigated the effects of pre-school experience, individual and
family characteristics on children’s attainment and progress on cognitive and
social/behavioural development at entry to school and up to 8 years of age. In addition the
EPPNI study has explored ways of identifying children who may be 'at risk' in terms of
showing later SEN using a wide range of data for a large sample of children drawn from 80
pre-school centres, including a range of different pre-school providers.
This report has explored children’s ‘at risk’ status on SEN;
 over the pre-school period from entry to the study (age 3-4 years) to the start of
primary school (age rising 4 years) on both cognitive and social behavioural
development;
 from entry to the study to the end of primary 2 for cognitive development (age 6
years); and
 from entry to the study to the end of primary 3 for social behavioural development
(age 7 years).
Information from parent interviews, child assessments, pre-school staff and teacher ratings
of social behaviour, and teacher reports of Special Educational Needs have been used. The
EPPNI study analysed these different sources of information and the linkages between them
with a view to informing policy and practice related to the characteristics of young children
‘at risk’ of SEN.
A number of findings relevant to understanding SEN in young children aged 3-7 years have
been identified. In particular, a method of defining children who may be most 'at risk' of
SEN is reported and the characteristics (child, parent, family, home and pre-school
attendance) of 'at risk’ children described at four distinct time points, and across three time
periods. Significant differences in the distribution of 'at risk' children across different types
of pre-school settings were identified.
Defining Special Educational Needs
The SEN Code of Practice (DFES, 2001) considers both cognitive and social/behavioural
attainment and a child may receive a statement of SEN if their behaviour is such that it
affects their attainment potential. The Code of Practice (DFES, 2001) provides the
following definition of Special Educational Needs:
“Children have special educational needs if they have a learning difficulty which calls for
special educational provision to be made for them.
Children have a learning difficulty if they:
a)
have more significant delay in learning than children of the same age
b)
have a disability which prevents or hinders them from making use of educational
facilities generally provided for children of the same age in schools within the
area of the local education authority
c)
are under compulsory school age and fall within the definitions a) or b) above, or
would do so if special educational provision was not made for them.
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Children must not be regarded as having a learning difficulty solely because the language or
form of language of their home is different from the language in which they will be taught.”
(Code of Practice, 2001, p.6) The Code of Practice (2001) stresses the benefits of early
identification of needs.
Both definitions of and criteria for the identification of special needs are contested concepts.
The EPPNI study attends to the investigation of evidence of potential special educational
needs using a variety of definitions and attempts to identify different categories of possible
risk. The EPPNI project explores Special Educational Needs using a framework of potential
risk, instead of identifying a fixed cognitive or social/behavioural problem. The project
focuses on both cognitive and social/behavioural development as there is a need to look at
multiple outcomes within the education and care system, and their association with different
child, parent and family characteristics.

Aims
This paper aims:
To examine the impact of different pre-school settings on the progress and development of
children who may be seen as vulnerable or ‘at risk’ of developing special needs over the preschool period and the first three years of statutory schooling including;


The identification and description of the characteristics of those children who fall
into potential ‘at risk’ categories, at age 3-4 years, rising-4 years, 6 years and 7 years,
using a range of information, including cognitive assessments, pre-school staff and
teacher assessments of social behaviour and special educational needs, and parental
interviews.



An analysis of the distribution of the ‘at risk’ groups of children, at age 3-4years,
rising-4 years, 6years and 7years, across different types of pre-school provider.



A description of patterns of progress and changes in cognitive and
social/behavioural development of the various ‘at risk’ groups, across the pre-school
period and to the end of primary 2 (cognitive) and primary 3 (social/behavioural).



A description of the characteristics which show an association with young children’s
transitions in cognitive and social/behavioural ‘at risk’ status across the pre-school
period to the end of primary 2 (cognitive) and primary 3 (social/behavioural).



An analysis of the distribution of the different ‘at risk’ groups of children, across the
pre-school period and to the end of primary 2 (cognitive) and primary 3
(social/behavioural), across different types of pre-school provider.

4

Executive Summary
Overview of the project
The Effective Pre-school Provision in Northern Ireland (EPPNI) project is a longitudinal
study that assesses the development of children followed between the ages of 3 and 8
years. Both qualitative and quantitative methods are used to explore the effects of preschool experience on children’s attainment and progress on cognitive and
social/behavioural development at entry to school and up to 8 years of age. In addition to
pre-school effects, the study investigates the contribution to children’s development of
individual and family characteristics such as gender, family size, parental education and
employment. A parallel study is being carried out in England (Effective Provision of Preschool Education – EPPE). The EPPNI and EPPE projects are the first large-scale
studies in the UK to investigate the effects of different kinds of pre-school provision.

Special Educational Needs (SEN)
In addition to investigating the effects of pre-school experience, individual and family
characteristics on children’s attainment and progress on cognitive and social/behavioural
development at entry to school and up to 8 years of age, the EPPNI study has explored ways
of identifying children who may be 'at risk' in terms of showing later SEN using a wide range
of data for a large sample of children drawn from 80 pre-school centres, including a range of
different pre-school providers.
This report has explored attainment and progress in cognitive and social behavioural
development over the pre-school period from entry to the study (age 3-4 years) to start of
primary school (age rising 4 years), to the end of primary 2 (age 6 years/ cognitive) and
primary 3 (social/behavioural/ age 7 years). Information from parent interviews, child
assessments, pre-school staff and teacher ratings of social behaviour, and teacher reports of
Special Educational Needs have been used. These analyses may be useful for informing
policy and practice related to SEN.
A number of findings relevant to understanding SEN in young children aged 3-7 years have
been identified. In particular, a method of defining children who may be most 'at risk' of
SEN is reported and the characteristics (child, parent, family, home and pre-school
attendance) of 'at risk’ children described at four distinct time points, and across three time
periods. Significant differences in the distribution of 'at risk' children across different types
of pre-school settings were identified.
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Summary of Significant Findings
This summary highlights important findings regarding child, parent, family, home and preschool type characteristics which show a significant association with young children’s
cognitive or social/behavioural ‘at risk’ status at distinct points in development (age 3-4
years, age rising 4 years, age 6 years and age 7 years). Additionally, the significant
relationships between children’s background variables and children’s change in ‘at risk’ status
on cognitive and social/behavioural outcomes from entry to pre-school to entry to P1, and
entry to pre-school to the end of primary 2 (cognitive) and primary 3 (social/behavioural)
are discussed.
Due to the use of ‘cut-off’ points used to define children ‘at risk’, it must be noted that some
children may show only small changes and move from above to just below the ‘cut-off’
point, and vice versa. In view of this, any change in an individual child’s ‘at risk’ status must
be interpreted cautiously. However, where change in ‘at risk’ status forms a pattern for
particular groups, one may be more confident in interpreting the data.
Gender
Gender was significantly associated with children’s ‘at risk’ status at entry to primary 1 and
end of primary 3 for learning and social/behavioural difficulties, with boys being more ‘at
risk’ than girls on Antisocial/Worried at entry to primary 1, on Learning Difficulty,
Behavioural Disability and Conduct Problems at the end of primary 3. Similar patterns have
been reported in other studies.
Prematurity
Prematurity was significantly associated with children’s transition in ‘at risk’ status on
General Cognitive Ability at entry to pre-school and at the end of primary 2, with more
positive results being found for children who were born full term. These children were
more likely to ‘never be at risk’ at both time points.
Socio Economic Status
Parental socio-economic status was consistently associated with children’s ‘at risk’ status at
each age, particularly on cognitive measures, and less often on social/behavioural measures.
Generally, at each age, children from higher socio-economic backgrounds were less ‘at risk’
on cognitive and social/behavioural measures than children from lower socio-economic
groups.
In relation to children’s transitions in ‘at risk’ status, children from higher socio-economic
groups were significantly less likely to ‘always’ be ‘at risk’ on General Cognitive Ability at
entry to pre-school, entry to primary 1 and at the end of primary 2, and were more likely to
‘never’ be ‘at risk’ at entry to pre-school and end of primary 3 on Antisocial.
Mothers’ Qualifications
Generally, children whose mothers had higher qualifications were less likely to be ‘at risk’ on
cognitive ability at each age. Children whose mothers had degree and above qualifications
were significantly less likely to be ‘at risk’ on Peer Sociability at entry to pre-school.
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Regarding transitions in ‘at risk’ status, children whose mothers did not have any
qualifications were significantly more likely to ‘always’ be ‘at risk’ on General Cognitive
Ability at entry to pre-school, entry to primary 1 and at the end of primary 2. Mothers who
were educated to degree level and above tended to have children who were more likely to be
‘never at risk’ on General Cognitive Ability at each time point.
Mothers’ Employment:
Mothers’ level of employment during the pre-school period was consistently associated with
children’s at risk’ status on cognitive ability at each age, with full time employment found to
be most favourable, and unemployment least favourable, for children’s development.
Children whose mothers were unemployed were significantly more likely to be ‘at risk’ at
entry to pre-school, entry to primary school and at the end of primary 2 on General
Cognitive Ability. Full time employment of mothers was beneficial for children’s general
cognitive ability across both transition periods.
Fathers’ Employment
Fathers’ level of employment also was significantly associated with children’s at risk status on
cognitive ability at each age, until the end of primary 2, Antisocial/Worried at entry to
primary 1 and Conduct Problems at the end of Primary 3, with fathers’ full time employment
being more favourable than part time employment or unemployment for children’s
development.
Similarly, in relation to children’s transitions in ‘at risk’, status between entry to pre-school
and entry to primary 1 and end of primary 2/3, on cognitive and antisocial measures, fathers’
full time employment was more favourable for children’s changes in ‘at risk’ status,
compared with fathers’ part time employment, unemployment or non-residency.
Family Size
Having 3 or more siblings was significantly associated with children being more likely to be
‘always’ be ‘at risk’ on General Cognitive Ability at entry to pre-school, entry to primary 1,
and at the end of primary 2 on General Cognitive Ability.
Lone Parent
Children from a two-parent family were less ‘at risk’ on General Cognitive Ability at entry to
pre-school and entry to primary 1, Sociability at the beginning of primary 1 and Numeracy at
the end of primary 2.
In relation to children’s transitions in ‘at risk’ status, children from lone parent families were
significantly more likely to ‘always’ be ‘at risk’ at entry to pre-school, entry to primary 1 and
at the end of primary 2 on General Cognitive Ability.
Home Learning Environment:
Generally, as the quality of the home learning environment increased, the percentage of
children ‘at risk’ on Sociability at entry to primary 1, and on cognitive ability at each age
decreased within each year group.
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Regarding children’s transitions across the pre-school period, children from homes that
scored lower on the home learning environment were significantly more likely to ‘always’ be
‘at risk’ on General Cognitive Ability across the three time points (entry to pre-school, entry
to primary 1 and end of primary 2).
Peer Play
Generally, results indicated that having no peer play or having a lot of such play, either at
home or elsewhere, was not beneficial for children’s ‘at risk’ status on cognitive ability and
Peer Sociability at entry to pre-school or Peer Problems at the end of year 3. It was more
beneficial for children to have peer play occasionally.
Children who never played with friends at home were significantly more likely to ‘always’ be
‘at risk’ on Antisocial at entry to pre-school and the end of primary 3; and were also
significantly more likely to be ‘always at risk’ at entry to pre-school and at the end of primary
2 on general cognitive ability.
Multiple Disadvantage
Multiple disadvantage was consistently associated with children’s increased risk on nearly all
subscales measured at each age. Generally, the percentage of children ‘at risk’ on cognitive
ability and social/behavioural measures at all ages, increased significantly within each year
group as the number of factors experienced that are associated with disadvantage increased.
Where, multiple disadvantage was associated with children’s transitions in ‘at risk’ status on
cognitive and social/behavioural measures, children were most likely to be ‘always at risk’ if
they had experienced more factors of disadvantage. Over all categories of disadvantage,
higher percentages of children appeared to ‘move out’ of ‘at risk’ status on cognitive and
social/behavioural measures across the pre-school period, compared to the percentages of
children who ‘moved into at risk’ status, showing positive benefits for pre-school attendance.
The only exception was for children who had 5 or more indicators of disadvantage, where
higher percentages appeared to ‘move in’ to ‘at risk’ status on Peer Sociability and Antisocial,
across the pre-school period than the percentages of children who ‘moved out of ‘at risk’
status for SEN. This extremely disadvantaged group shows consistently high incidence of
risk for SEN. In contrast, children having experienced fewer indicators of disadvantage
were significantly more likely to be ‘never at risk’ on general cognitive ability at entry to preschool and at the end of P2.
Pre-school type
Pre-school type was significantly associated with children’s ‘at risk’ status on most cognitive
and social/behavioural subscales at each age and across the transition periods.
Nursery Class/School
At entry to primary 1, a significantly smaller proportion of children who attended nursery
classes/schools were ‘at risk’ on General Cognitive Ability, compared with any other type of
pre-school. On Literacy and Numeracy at the end of primary 2, the proportion of children
‘at risk’ who attended nursery classes/schools was quite low compared with some other
types of provision.
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Playgroup
A significantly smaller proportion of children who attended playgroups were ‘at risk’ on
Antisocial, compared with any other type of provision, at entry to pre-school.
Private Day Nursery
A significantly smaller proportion of children who attended private day nurseries were ‘at
risk’ on General Cognitive Ability, at entry to pre-school, compared with any other type of
pre-school. In contrast, a larger percentage of children who attended private day nurseries
were ‘at risk’ on Antisocial, at entry to pre-school, compared with other types of pre-school.
At entry to primary 1, quite a small proportion of children who attended private day
nurseries were ‘at risk’ on General Cognitive Ability, which was similar to the figure
observed for nursery classes/schools at entry to primary 1. Significantly smaller percentages
of children who attended private day nurseries were ‘at risk’ on Literacy and Numeracy at
the end of primary 2, compared with any other type of pre-school.
In relation to children’s transitions in ‘at risk’ status, the highest percentages of children
‘always at risk’ on Antisocial at entry to pre-school and entry to primary 1, attended private
day nurseries or reception groups. The highest percentage of children ‘always at risk’ on
Antisocial, at entry to pre-school and end of primary 3, also attended private day nurseries.
Reception Class
The largest percentage of children ‘at risk’ on General Cognitive Ability, within pre-school
type, was observed for children entering reception classes, where approximately one quarter
appeared to be ‘at risk’ of SEN at entry to pre-school. Children who attended reception
classes were least likely to be ‘at risk’ on Peer Sociability at entry to pre-school and Sociability
at the end of primary 1. Over one quarter of children who attended reception classes were
‘at risk’ on General Cognitive Ability at the start of primary 1, a similar figure being observed
for home children.
Reception Group
A greater proportion of children who entered reception groups were ‘at risk’ on Peer
Sociability at entry to pre-school than any other type of provision.
In relation to children’s transitions in ‘at risk’ status, significantly higher numbers of children
who attended reception classes or reception groups appeared to be ‘always at risk’, based on
General Cognitive Ability, at entry to pre-school, entry to primary 1 and at the end of
primary 2, compared with children who attended any other type of pre-school provision. As
previously stated, the highest percentages of children ‘always at risk’ at entry to pre-school
and entry to primary on Antisocial attended reception groups or private day nurseries.
Reception classes and groups do not appear to be the most beneficial types of pre-school
experience.
Home children
A significantly larger proportion of home children were ‘at risk’ on General Cognitive Ability
and Sociability at entry to primary 1 compared with any other type of pre-school provision.
A significantly larger proportion of home children were ‘at risk’ on Literacy at the end of
primary 2 and Learning Difficulty at the end of primary 3 compared with children from any
other type of pre-school. These findings highlight the importance of pre-school attendance.
9

Summary Table showing the significant variables affecting children’s ‘at risk’ status
on General Cognitive Ability at each stage of development.
Age/Stage
Significant
Variables

3-4years
Entry to
Pre-school
GCA

Rising 4 years
Entry to
Primary 1
GCA

6 years
End of Primary 2
Literacy Numeracy



Gender



Prematurity
Socio-economic
status
Mothers’
Qualifications
Mothers’
Employment
Fathers’
Employment
Family Size
Lone Parent
Home Learning
Environment
Peer Play away
from home
Peer Play at home
Multiple
Disadvantage
Pre-school Type

7 years
End of
Primary 3
Learning
Difficulty
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Summary Table showing the significant variables affecting children’s ‘at risk’ status
on Peer Sociability at each stage of development.
Significant
Variables

3-4years
Entry to
Pre-school
Peer Sociability

Socio-economic
status
Mothers’
Qualifications
Lone Parent

Age/Stage
Rising 4 years
Entry to
Primary 1
Sociability

7 years
End of
Primary 3
Peer Problems









Home Learning
Environment
Peer Play away
from home
Peer Play at home




Multiple
Disadvantage
Pre-school Type













Summary Table showing the significant variables affecting children’s ‘at risk’ status
on Antisocial at each stage of development.
Age/Stage
Significant
Variables

3-4years
Entry to
Pre-school
Antisocial

Rising 4 years
Entry to
Primary 1
Antisocial/Worried



Gender
Socio-economic
status
Fathers’
Employment
Pre-school Type

7 years
End of Primary 3
Behavioural
Disability

Conduct
Problems
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Methodology
This paper investigates children’s potential ‘at risk’ status on three outcomes, at entry to preschool (age 3-4 years), entry to primary 1 (age rising 4 years), end of primary 2 (age 6 years)
and end of primary 3 (age 7 years). How ‘at risk’ status is defined is an extremely important
issue, as the children identified will differ depending on the particular criteria used.
Warnock’s '1 in 5' is still sometimes seen as an unofficial benchmark for likely incidence of
SEN status (DES Warnock report, 1978; DFE SEN Code of Practice, 1994). Several
measures were used because it is important that individual children’s attainments can vary in
different areas of learning and that, particularly in school, low attainment in specific areas of
the curriculum may require additional forms of learning support and may be used in the
identification of SEN. Aspects of both social and cognitive development were addressed.
The criteria adopted for ‘at risk’ status was one standard deviation below the mean for
measures of cognitive ability and sociability, and one standard deviation above the mean for
antisocial behaviour measures, as a higher score on Antisocial subscales indicates a higher
incidence of antisocial behaviours.
Identification of ‘at risk’ status at entry to Pre-school
At entry to pre-school, the data presents information relating to children who attended preschool (home group excluded). The assessments were made when children were aged
between 3 years and 4 years 6 months when they were attending one of the study’s 80 preschool centres, the average age being 43.3 months and standard deviation (sd) being 5.5
months. Identifying children ‘at risk’ after age correcting is extremely important as the effects
of age at this stage of children’s development are pronounced. There is evidence in the
literature to suggest that at school, younger children in a year group are more likely to be
‘labelled’ as having a ‘special educational need’ and so standardised scores are used to control
for the age effect in the project sample.
At entry to pre-school, children were assessed on the British Ability Scales (BAS), which
includes verbal and non-verbal components, which measures General Cognitive Ability
and aspects of learning difficulty.
Children were also assessed using the Adaptive Social Behaviour Inventory (ASBI, Hogan et
al, 1992), to give a measure of behavioural difficulties. Previous analyses of the 30 items
identified five underlying dimensions (or factors related to behaviour): Cooperation and
Conformity, Peer Sociability, Confidence, Antisocial and Worried/Upset. Two important
measures of Peer Sociability and Antisocial were derived and focused upon.
Overall, 16.9% of children (114 children) were 1 standard deviation below the sample
average on the GCA scale (N=675, mean=97.69, Sd=12.81, cut-off=score of 85 or below).
18.5% of children (118 children) were identified ‘at risk’ on the Peer Sociability scale
(N=638, mean=2.27, Sd=.38, cut-off=score of 1.88 or below) and for the Antisocial factor
20.2%, of children (128 children) were ‘at risk’ (N=635, mean=1.32, Sd=.42, cut-off=score
of 1.75 or above).
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Identification of ‘at risk’ status at entry to Primary school
At entry to primary school, the data presents information relating to the whole EPPNI
sample (pre-school and home children).
At entry to primary school, children were assessed on the BAS (II) measure (Elliot et al,
1996) to measure General Cognitive Ability. Additionally, at entry to primary school,
children were assessed on the Child Social Behaviour Questionnaire (CSBQ), which is an
extension of the 30-item ASBI (Hogan et al, 1992). Children were classified ‘at risk’ on two
social/behavioural dimensions, Sociability and Antisocial/Worried.
Approximately 17.5% of children (145 children) were one standard deviation below the
sample average on the GCA scale and were considered to be ‘at risk’ in terms of their
cognitive ability (N=829, mean=95.34, Sd=12.22, cut-off point=83 or below).
11.6% of children (96 children) were identified as ‘at risk’ on Sociability (N=831,
mean=3.62, Sd=. 71, cut-off point=2.91 or below), and for the Antisocial/Worried factor,
17.2% of children (121 children) were ‘at risk’ (N=831, mean=1.62, Sd=.61, cut-off
point=2.23 or above).
Identification of ‘at risk’ status at end of Primary 2
At the end of primary 2, children were assessed using NFER-Nelson standardised
assessments of Literacy and Numeracy (Primary reading test level 1 and Mathematics 6).
19% of the children (158 children) were 1 standard deviation below the sample average on
Literacy (N=830, mean=91.25, Sd=12.27, cut-off point=79 or below), and 14.1% of
children (117 children) were ‘at risk’ on Numeracy (N=830, mean=92.18, Sd=13.08, cut-off
point=78 or below).
Identification of ‘at risk’ status at end of Primary 3:
At the end of year 3 of primary school, teachers were asked to provide an assessment of
special educational need(s) for each EPPNI child in their class, from which two measures of
Learning Difficulty and Behavioural Disability were derived.
Learning Difficulty
The subscale ‘Learning Difficulty’ is a computation based on 5 items from the SEN
questionnaire. The 5 items measure whether or not the child has ever been ‘at risk’
for general difficulty; reading difficulty; number difficulty; language difficulty; and
developmental delay.
Behavioural Disability
The subscale ‘Behavioural Disability’ is based on one item from the SEN
questionnaire, where teachers were asked to report on whether the child has ever had
an emotional or behavioural difficulty.
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Additionally, at the end of primary 3, children were assessed using a social behaviour
questionnaire, which is an extension of the 25-item Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire
(Goodman, 1987), from which two factors were derived, Peer Problems and Conduct
Problems.
10.4% of children (75 children) were ‘at risk’ based on Learning Difficulty. 5.7% of children
(44 children) were ‘at risk’ based on Behavioural Disability. Using the criteria of 1 standard
deviation above the mean for the sample as a cut off for both measures, 18.1% of children
(136 children) were identified ‘at risk’ on Peer Problems (N=751, mean=1.24, Sd=.33, cutoff point=1.57 or above), and for Conduct Problems, 12.6% (95 children) were ‘at risk’
(N=751, mean=1.17, Sd=.32, cut-off point=1.49 or above).
Details of the contents of each assessment are noted in Appendix 2.
Overlap between different definitions of ‘at risk’ status
Overlap between Peer Sociability and Antisocial at entry to Pre-school
1 in 5 (21.1%) children ‘at risk’ on Antisocial were also ‘at risk’ on Peer Sociability,
representing 27 children or 4.3% of the total sample (N=635).
Overlap between cognitive and social/behavioural subscales at entry to pre-school
22.6% of those ‘at risk’ on cognitive development were ‘at risk’ on either Peer Sociability or
Antisocial, representing a small proportion of the total sample, 24 children or 3.8% of the
total sample (N=634).
Overlap between Antisocial/Worried and Sociability at entry to primary 1
10.7% of children ‘at risk’ on Antisocial/Worried were also ‘at risk’ on Sociability,
representing 13 children or 1.8% of the total sample (N=705). 71.1% of children were not
‘at risk’ on either social/behavioural dimension, representing 501 children.
Overlap between cognitive and social/behavioural subscales at entry to primary 1
One third (32.3%) of children who had difficulties with cognitive development also had
difficulties with Sociability, representing 4.4% of the total sample. 25.6% of children who
had difficulties with cognitive development also had problems with Antisocial/Worried
behaviour, representing 4.4% of the total sample.
Overlap between Literacy and Numeracy at end of primary 2
43% of children ‘at risk’ on Literacy were also ‘at risk’ on Numeracy, representing 68
children, or 8.2% of the total sample.
Overlap between Learning Difficulty and Behavioural Disability at the end of
primary 3
28.2% of children who were recognised as having a Learning Difficulty were also identified
‘at risk’ on Behavioural Disability, representing 20 children or 2.8% of the total sample.
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Overlap between Social/Behavioural dimensions of Conduct Problems and Peer
Problems and Learning Difficulty and Behavioural Disability, at the end of primary 3
21.8% of children identified as ‘at risk’ on Conduct Problems were also identified by the P3
teacher as having learning difficulties, representing 19 children (2.7%) out of the total sample
(696). 25% of children recognised as having Conduct Problems were also identified as ‘at
risk’ for Behavioural Disability, by their P3 teacher, representing 23 children (3.1%) out of
the total sample (738).
21.7% of children who were ‘at risk’ on Peer Problems were also deemed ‘at risk’ by their
class teacher for learning difficulties, representing 26 children (3.7%) out of the total sample
(696). 22% of children ‘at risk’ on Peer Problems were also ‘at risk’ for Behavioural
Disability as recognised by their class teacher, representing 29 children (3.9%) out of the
total sample (738).
Composition of Transition Variables measuring children’s change in ‘at risk’ status
on cognitive and social/behavioural outcomes from entry to pre-school to entry to
P1, and entry to pre-school to end of P2/P3.
Transition Variables

Outcome used at
Pre-school to define ‘risk’

Outcome used at Start P1/End
of P2/P3 to define ‘risk’

General Cognitive Ability

General Cognitive Ability

Peer Sociability

Sociability

Antisocial

Antisocial/Worried

General Cognitive Ability
Peer Sociability

NFER-Nelson Standardised
Assessments of Literacy and
Numeracy (end of P2)
Peer Problems (end of P3)

Antisocial

Conduct Problems (end of P3)

Pre-school to P1
General Cognitive Ability
Peer Sociability
Antisocial
Pre-school to End of
P2/P3
General Cognitive Ability
Peer Sociability
Antisocial

Six transition variables were created based on children’s cognitive and social/behavioural
outcomes at each time point which are detailed in the left column of the table. For example,
to measure children’s change in ‘at risk’ status from entry to pre-school to entry to primary 1
for General Cognitive Ability, a transition variable was created comprising children’s ‘at risk’
status on General Cognitive Ability at entry to pre-school and entry to primary 1.
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Likewise, to measure children’s change in ‘at risk’ status from entry to pre-school to the end
of primary 2 for General Cognitive Ability, a transition variable was computed based on
children’s ‘at risk’ status on General Cognitive Ability at entry to pre-school and children’s
‘at risk’ status on NFER standardised assessments of Literacy and Numeracy at the end of
primary 2. To create this particular transition variable, children’s ‘at risk’ status on
standardised assessments of Literacy and Numeracy at the end of primary 2 was used in
favour of using teachers’ reports of Learning Difficulty at primary 3. Whilst teachers’ reports
on Learning Difficulty are valuable and are presented in this report, this strategy ensured
that, without exception, all transition variables used only test-criteria at each time points.
Social/behavioural transition variables were computed using the same process. This strategy
was deemed more rigorous than using a mixed approach employing test criteria and teacher
reports of SEN.
It may be important to explain why the cognitive and social behavioural transition variables
refer to different time periods, that is, entry to pre-school to the end of primary 2 for General
Cognitive Ability, and entry to pre-school to the end of primary 3 for Social Behavioural
development. This is simply because standardised cognitive assessments were not
conducted at the end of primary 3. Instead, teachers’ reports on SEN were obtained. Given
the need to use only test criteria in the transition variables, children’s ‘at risk’ status on the
NFER standardised assessments of Literacy and Numeracy, which were conducted at the
end of primary 2, were used. As social/behavioural assessments were conducted at the end
of primary 3, the transition variables for social/behavioural development (peer sociability
and antisocial) referred to children’s transitions in ‘at risk’ status from entry to pre-school to
end of primary 3.
Children could have four potential outcomes on each transition variable, for example;
‘never at risk’
(‘not at risk’ at entry to pre-school and entry to primary 1)
‘always at risk’
(‘at risk’ at entry to pre-school and entry to primary 1)
‘move into risk’
(‘not at risk’ at entry to pre-school but ‘at risk at entry to primary 1)
‘move out of risk’
(‘at risk’ at entry to pre-school but ‘not at risk at entry to primary 1)
The outcomes are similar for the time periods, entry to pre-school to entry to primary 1 and
entry to pre-school to entry to primary 3.
It is important to note that for five of the six transition variables, children’s transitions in ‘at
risk’ status was derived from examining their ‘at risk’ status on one variable at each time
point. For instance, children’s transitions in ‘at risk’ status on General Cognitive Ability,
from entry to pre-school to entry to primary one, refers to whether or not children were ‘at
risk’ on one variable at each time point, that is, General Cognitive Ability,. The exception to
this was for children’s transitions in ‘at risk’ status on General Cognitive Ability from entry
to pre-school to the end of primary 2. This transition variable involved one variable at entry
to pre-school, that is; General Cognitive Ability, and two variables at end of primary two;
those being Literacy and Numeracy. It was a computation based on whether or not children
were ‘at risk’ on General Cognitive Ability at entry to pre-school and whether or not children
were ‘at risk’ on literacy or numeracy, or both literacy and numeracy at the end of primary 2.
Firstly, this was to counteract the problems of under-detection of children ‘at risk’ which
could arise from basing children’s ‘at risk’ status at the end of year two on only literacy or
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only numeracy, hence missing children who may be at risk on one of these measures but not
the other. This strategy was also a type of ‘catch-all’ approach, ensuring that children who
may be at an even greater risk, that is ‘at risk’ on both literacy and numeracy do not slip
through undetected. In other words, to fulfill the criteria for ‘at risk’ on ‘general cognitive
ability’ at the end of primary 2 for the purposes of computing this transition variable,
children were either ‘at risk’ on, literacy or numeracy, or were ‘at risk’ on both measures.
In relation to the transition variable, General Cognitive Ability (entry to pre-school to end of
primary 2), the following four potential outcomes apply;
‘never at risk’
(‘not at risk’ on general cognitive ability at entry to pre-school and ‘not at
risk’ on literacy or numeracy/not ‘at risk’ on both literacy and numeracy
at end of primary 2)
‘always at risk’
(‘at risk’ on general cognitive ability at entry to pre-school and ‘at risk’
on literacy or numeracy/‘at risk’ on both literacy and numeracy at end of
entry to primary 2)
‘move into risk’
(not ‘at risk’ on general cognitive ability at entry to pre-school but ‘at
risk’ on literacy or numeracy/‘at risk’ on both literacy and numeracy at
end of primary 2)
‘move out of risk’
(‘‘at risk’ on general cognitive ability at entry to pre-school but not ‘at
risk’ on literacy or numeracy/not ‘at risk’ on both literacy and numeracy
at end of primary 2)
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Patterns of progress and changes in ‘at risk’ status from pre-school entry to primary
school entry and pre-school to end of primary 2/3 for cognitive and
social/behavioural measures
Subscale/Transition

Classification ‘at risk’
Always
Into
‘at risk’
‘at risk’

Never
‘at risk’

Out of
‘at risk’

Pre-school to P1
General Cognitive Ability
( n = 674)
Peer Sociability
( n = 531)
Antisocial
( n = 529)

516 (76.6%)

58 (8.6%)

44 (6.5%)

56 (8.3%)

395 (74.4%)

18 (3.4%)

40 (7.5%)

78 (14.7%)

362 (68.4%)

32 (6%)

57 (10.8%)

78 (14.7%)

468 (69.3%)

55 (8.1%)

93 (13.8%)

59 (8.7%)

398 (68.4%)

28 (4.8%)

74 (12.7%)

82 (14.1%)

412 (71.2%)

28 (4.8%)

46 (7.9%)

93 (16.1%)

Pre-school to End of
P2/P3
General Cognitive Ability
( n = 675)
Peer Sociability
( n = 582)
Antisocial
( n = 579)

Pre-school to Beginning of Primary 1
The table shows that around three quarters of children were ‘never’ identified as ‘at risk’ on
cognitive or social/behavioural measures at either entry to pre-school or entry to primary 1.
A small proportion of children (less than 1 in 10) were identified as ‘always’ being ‘at risk’ on
cognitive or social/behavioural measures at entry to pre-school and entry to primary 1. On
both cognitive and social/behavioural measures, higher percentages of children moved out
of the ‘at risk’ group, than moved into ‘at risk’ status across the pre-school period.
Pre-school to end of Primary 2/3
Generally, a similar pattern of results was observed for the period spanning the start of preschool to end of primary 2/3 for both cognitive and social/behavioural measures, in that,
around three quarters of children were ‘never’ identified as ‘at risk’ and a small proportion
were ‘always at risk’. For social/behavioural measures, more children appeared to ‘move
out’ of risk compared to the percentages of children who ‘moved into risk’, with the reverse
pattern being observed for general cognitive ability.
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Results
Section 1: Children’s ‘at risk’ status for special educational needs (SEN)
based on their cognitive and social/behavioural attainment, at distinct
points in time; pre-school (age 3-4), entry to primary 1 (age 4+), end of
primary 2 (age 6) and end of primary 3 (age 7).
 Section 1A: The identification of young children ‘at risk’ of SEN at
entry to pre-school (age 3-4).
In this section, children’s ‘at risk’/‘not at risk’ status at entry to pre-school (age 3-4 years),
based on their cognitive and social/behavioural scores, is explored. Whether or not a child
is ‘at risk’ of SEN is investigated in terms of a range of child, parent, home and family
background characteristics at one point in time (age 3-4 years/entry to pre-school).
Subsequent analyses in Section 3 will investigate pre-school children’s potential change in
SEN status, based on their cognitive and social/behavioural scores, from entry to pre-school
to entry to primary school and entry to pre-school to the end of primary 2/3 in relation to
the range of background variables considered.
The analyses for identifying children ‘at risk’/‘not at risk’ based on their cognitive and
social/behavioural scores at age 3-4 years excludes home children as they did not join the
study until entry to primary school at age 4+ years, and therefore cognitive and
social/behavioural data were not obtained for the home group.
Characteristics of ‘at risk’ children for cognitive ability at entry to pre-school
We have explored the characteristics of the EPPNI children on entry to pre-school, and the
relationship between various background characteristics and their attainment on the BAS
scales (see EPPNI Technical Paper 2, Melhuish et al, 2001). The measures listed in Table 1A:
1 showed the strongest relationship with BAS baseline attainment, when tested in
combination, so were used as the basis for exploring the impact of child, parent, family and
home environment factors on the likelihood of ‘at risk’ classification in this section.
Additional variables have since been analysed and found to have predictive validity. The
proportion of young children in the two cognitive ‘at risk’ / ‘not at risk’ groups are
compared for each characteristic in turn, as well as the impact of multiple disadvantage.
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Table 1A: 1: Child, parent and home characteristics investigated for relationship to ‘at
risk’ status
Child variables
 Gender
 Prematurity
 Birth weight



Parent/Family variables
 Family Socio-Economic Status
 Mothers’ Qualifications
 Mothers’ Employment
 Fathers’ Employment
 Family Size
 Lone Parent
Multiple Disadvantage

Home environment variables
 Home Learning
Environment
 Peer play away from
home
 Peer play at home

Time spent in Target Pre-school
The less time children spent in their target pre-school, the lower they scored on General
Cognitive Ability. However, their result was non-significant (r=-.06, p = .117).


Gender

Table 1A: 2 Gender and percentage of children identified at cognitive risk
Gender

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk”

Boys

15.8%

84.2%

Girls

17.9%

82.1%

Chi-Square (χ ² (1) = .537, p = .464, N = 675)
A higher proportion of girls than boys were identified as ‘at risk’ in terms of their cognitive
attainments at entry to pre-school. A Chi-Square test showed the result to be non-significant
(χ ² (1) = .537, p = .464, N = 675), indicating no significant association between gender and
cognitive risk.


Prematurity and Low Birth Weight

Babies born weighing less than 2501 grams (5lbs 8oz) are defined as low birth weight (Scott
and Carran, 1989). In the EPPNI sample, babies born weighing less than 2001 grams (4lbs
6oz) are defined as very low birth weight. In total 57.6% of babies in the sample who had a
low birth weight were reported by parents to have been born premature. 100% of babies
born with a very low birth weight were reported by their parents to be premature. The
association between birth weight and prematurity was significant (χ ² (2) = 161.93, p = .000,
N = 823).
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Table 1A: 3 Prematurity and percentage of children identified at cognitive risk
Prematurity

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

Premature

22.6%

77.4%

Non-Premature

15.4%

84.6%

Chi-Square (χ ² (1) = 3.60, p = .058, N = 668)
Children born prematurely were over-represented in the cognitive ‘at risk’ group at entry to
pre-school (age 3-4 years), when compared with non-premature children. This result was
non-significant (χ ² (1) = 3.60, p = .058, N = 668).
Table 1A: 4 Birth weight and percentage of children identified at cognitive risk
Birth weight

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

Very Low Birth Weight

33.3%

66.7%

Low Birth Weight

25.9%

74.1%

Normal Birth Weight

15.9%

84.1%

Chi-Square (χ ² (2) = 5.53, p = .063, N = 669)
The pattern of results show that as birth weight increases, the percentage of children ‘at risk’
decreases consistently. However, this association between birth weight and cognitive risk
was non-significant (χ ² (2) = 5.53, p = .063, N = 669).
It is interesting to note that when the analysis was completed considering very low birth
weight and low birth weight children together as one category, compared with normal birth
weight, a similar pattern emerged. In this case the association between birth weight and
cognitive risk was significant (χ ² (2) = 5.53, p = .063, N = 669).
There is growing research evidence to suggest that children of lower birth weight tend to
have poorer academic outcomes in later life (Richards et al., 2001; Sorenson et al., 1997;
Martyn et al., 1996; Breslau, 1995). Scott and Carran (1989) also note that children under the
normal birth weight range were more likely to require special education services.
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Family Socio-Economic Status

Much previous research has indicated that measures of parents’ social class or occupational
status are related to pupils’ educational attainments at school (Mortimore and Blackstone,
1982; Essen and Wedge, 1982).
Table 1A: 5 Socio-Economic Status and percentage of children identified at cognitive
risk
Socio-Economic Status

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

Professional

7.3%

92.7%

Intermediate

10.3%

89.7%

Skilled Non-Manual

19.9%

80.1%

Skilled Manual

20%

80%

Semi-skilled

29.8%

70.2%

Unskilled

47.8%

52.2%

Unemployed/Never worked

24.1%

75.9%

Chi-Square (χ ² (6) = 37.40, p = .000, N = 669)
For this sample of pre-school children, the general pattern of results shows that as socioeconomic class decreases, the proportion of children ‘at risk’ increases, with the exception of
children from the ‘unemployed/never worked’ group. Previous findings from the EPPNI
study (EPPNI Technical Paper 2, Melhuish et al, 2001) have indicated that the quality of the
home learning environment may mediate the effects of socio-economic status, in that,
parents from a lower socio-economic group may be providing a very rich home learning
environment resulting in the child’s increased cognitive ability. The highest proportion of
children ‘at risk’ was from an unskilled family background. Children from a professional
background were least likely to be ‘at risk’. This association between socio-economic status
and cognitive risk was significant (χ ² (6) = 37.40, p = .000, N = 669).
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Mothers’ Qualifications

There is strong evidence to suggest a significant link between the mothers’ educational level
and young children’s cognitive attainments for the project sample (see EPPNI Technical
Paper 2, Melhuish et al, 2001).
Table 1A: 6 Mothers’ qualification level and percentage of children identified at
cognitive risk
Mothers’ Qualification

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

None

31.2%

68.8%

16 vocational

24.2%

75.8%

16 academic

17.3%

82.7%

18 vocational

16.3%

83.7%

18 academic

10.8%

89.2%

Degree and above

6%

94%

Chi-Square (χ ² (5) = 31.996, p = .000, n = 668).
A large proportion of children whose mothers did not have any qualifications were in the
cognitive ‘at risk’ classification. As the level of mothers’ qualifications increased, the
percentage of children ‘at risk’ consistently decreased. This association between mothers’
level of qualification and children’s cognitive risk was significant (χ ² (5) = 31.996, p = .000,
N = 668).
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Mothers’ Employment

Table 1A: 7 Mothers’ employment level and percentage of children identified at
cognitive risk
Mothers’ Employment
Status

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

Full time

9%

91%

Part time

16.3%

83.7%

Unemployed

23.5%

76.5%

Chi-Square (χ ² (2) = 17.63, p = .000, N = 662)
The largest percentage of ‘at risk’ children had mothers who were unemployed. Mothers
who worked full time were least likely to have children who were ‘at risk’. The association
between mothers’ employment and cognitive risk was significant (χ ² (2) = 17.63, p = .000,
N = 662).


Fathers’ Employment

Table 1A: 8 Fathers’ employment level and percentage of children identified at
cognitive risk
Fathers’ Employment
Status

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

Full time

13.5%

86.5%

Self employed Full time

12.2%

87.8%

Part time

33.3%

66.7%

Unemployed

24.3%

75.7%

Not Resident

24.8%

75.2%

Chi-Square (χ ² (4) = 15.53, p = .004, N = 669)
Children whose fathers were either employed full time or self-employed on a full time basis
were least represented in the ‘at risk’ category. The largest percentage of children ‘at risk’
had fathers who worked part time. Similar percentages of children ‘at risk’ were observed
for children whose fathers were either unemployed or did not live at home with the family.
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The association between fathers’ employment and cognitive risk was significant (χ ² (4) =
15.53, p = .004, N = 669).


Family Size

Table 1A: 9 Family size and percentage of children identified at cognitive risk
Number of siblings

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

0

14.6%

85.4%

1

13.8%

86.2%

2

14.8%

85.2%

3+

28.4%

71.6%

Chi-Square( χ ² (30) = 13.89, p = .003, N = 669)
A similar percentage of children ‘at risk’ were observed for children who either did not have
any siblings or had one or two siblings. However, children from larger families (3 or more
siblings) were significantly more ‘at risk’, (χ ² (30) = 13.89, p = .003, N = 669).


Lone Parent

Table 1A: 10 Lone Parent and percentage of children identified at cognitive risk
Family Type

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

Lone Parent

27.6%

72.4%

Two Parent

14.9%

85.1%

Chi-Square (χ ² (1) = 10.20, p = .001, N = 675)
A higher percentage of children from lone parent families were ‘at risk’ than children from
two parent families. This association between family type and cognitive risk was significant
(χ ² (1) = 10.20, p = .001, N = 675).
However, results from Technical Paper 2 (see Melhuish et al, 2001) showed that single
parent status was not a significant predictor of cognitive attainment when other variables
were taken into account.
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Home Learning Environment

Earlier analyses on the EPPNI sample showed that a higher quality home learning
environment was associated with higher cognitive scores. After age, it was one of the
variables with the strongest effect on cognitive development. Its effect was stronger than
either social class or parental education, which have often been found to be amongst the
strongest predictors of children’s cognitive development in previous studies. The
importance of the home learning environment indicates that what parents do is more
important than who parents are in regard to children’s cognitive development.
Table 1A: 11 Home Learning Environment and percentage of children identified at
cognitive risk
Home Learning
Environment Score

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

0 – 13

39.5%

60.5%

14 – 19

19%

81%

20 – 24

19.5%

80.5%

25 – 32

12.9%

87.1%

33 – 46

6.3%

93.7%

Chi-square (χ ² (4) = 26.09, p = .000, N = 668)
Children from homes with the lowest home learning scores (0–13) were much more likely to
be categorized ‘at risk’ in terms of their cognitive attainment at entry to pre-school than
children from homes that scored higher on the home learning environment. Generally, as
the quality of the home learning environment increased, the percentage of children ‘at risk’
decreased. The association between home learning environment and cognitive risk was
significant (χ ² (4) = 26.09, p = .000, N = 668).
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Peer play away from home

Table 1A: 12 Peer play away from home and percentage of children identified at
cognitive risk
Frequency of Play

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

never

18.5%

81.5%

1 – 2 days per week

12.4%

87.6%

3 – 4 days per week

14.4%

85.6%

5 – 7 days per week

26%

74%

Chi-Square (χ ² (3) = 10.14, p = .017, N = 669)
A greater percentage of children were ‘at risk’ of special educational needs when they either;
never played outside of the home with friends, or, if they did so very often (5 to 7 days per
week). The percentage of children ‘at risk’ was reduced for children who either played
elsewhere 1 to 2 days per week or 3 to 4 days per week. The association between peer play
elsewhere and cognitive risk was significant (χ ² (3) = 10.14, p = .017, N = 669).


Peer play at home

A similar pattern, which was significant (χ ² (3) = 8.326, p = .041, N = 669), was observed
for children who played at home with friends.


Multiple Disadvantage

In educational priority research in Inner London, Sammons et al. (1983) developed an
Educational Priority Index (EPI) based on the concept of groups at greater risk of low
attainment at school. Others have also looked at ‘at risk’ similar classifications in the past
(Alberman and Goldstein, 1970). Sammons et al.(1983) found that, amongst the ILEA infant
pupil population, only 23% experienced no factors that were classified as statistically
significantly related to educational disadvantage, and approximately 25% experienced 3 or
more indicators of disadvantage. A strong relationship between multiple disadvantage and
the number of pupils in the lowest verbal reasoning band was found at age 11 years,
suggesting that the effect of disadvantage measures can be cumulative, though not
necessarily additive.
The present analyses have already reported that ‘at risk’ children in terms of cognitive
attainment at entry to pre-school, differ from the ‘not at risk’ group in terms of a number of
child, parent, family and home environment characteristics. Further analyses were conducted
to investigate the impact of ‘multiple disadvantage’. An index was created based on 10
indicators in total: three child variables, four parent variables, two family variables and one
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related to the home learning environment. All the variables were chosen because they related
to low baseline attainment when looked at in isolation (as described previously).
Table 1A: 13 Multiple Disadvantage indicators
Child Variables
 Premature
 Birth weight (very low)
 Birth weight (low)
Parent Variables
 Family Socio-Economic Status
 Mothers’ Qualification Level
 Mothers’ Employment Level
 Fathers’ Employment Level
Family Variables
 Family Size
 Lone Parent
Home Variables
 Home Learning Environment

Disadvantage Indicator
Premature at birth
Birth weight <=2000 grams
Birth weight <=2500 grams
Semi-skilled, unskilled, unemployed
No Qualifications
Unemployed
Unemployed
3 or more siblings
Single parent
Bottom Quartile (score 0 – 13)

In all, just over a quarter of the EPPNI sample (28.7% or 238 children) experienced none of
the indicators of disadvantage explored, while 25.5% of children (212 children) experienced
three or more indicators of disadvantage. Only a small proportion (5.1% or 43 children)
experienced 5 or more.
Table 1A: 14 Multiple Disadvantage and percentage of children identified at
cognitive risk
Number of Factors

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

0

4.7%

95.3%

1–2

17.9%

82.1%

3–4

31.3%

68.7%

5+

39.3%

60.7%

Chi-Square (χ ² (3) = 50.3, p = .000, N = 675)
Multiple disadvantage shows a strong link with cognitive ‘at risk’ classification for pre-school
children. The pattern of results shows very clearly that the percentage of children ‘at risk’
increases as the number of factors experienced that are associated with disadvantage
increase. This association between multiple disadvantage and cognitive risk in pre-school
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was significant (χ ² (3) = 50.3, p = .000, N = 675). This strong association provides pointers
which may help understand the factors which may influence the development of later SEN.
Characteristics of ‘at risk’ children for social behaviour at entry to pre-school
Characteristics of child, parent and home environment have been shown to relate to social
behavioural development as assessed by childcare workers at entry to the study (see EPPNI
Technical Paper 2, Melhuish et al, 2001). Nonetheless, it must be stressed that relationships
were generally very much weaker than in the analyses of cognitive attainment. These aspects
were therefore investigated in relation to the classification of children ‘at risk’ / ‘not at risk’
for social behavioural measures.


Time spent in pre-school and social/behavioural scores

The relationship with time spent at the pre-school before recruitment to the EPPNI study
and children’s social behavioural scores was investigated. Partial correlations of age (at start
of target pre-school) and the factor scales, controlling for age at testing, were carried out.
The results indicate that the less time spent in the target pre-school prior to childcare
workers’ assessments, the less Peer Sociability exhibited by the child (r = -.079, p<0.05). In
contrast, less time spent in the target pre-school was also weakly related to reduced antisocial behaviours (r=- 0.20, p<0.001). This may be due to children exhibiting behavioural
difficulties being entered into pre-school earlier than other children, or alternatively this may
reflect their reaction to early entry to pre-school.


Gender

Table 1A: 15 Gender and percentage of children at social/behavioural risk
Peer Sociability

Antisocial

Gender

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

Boys

21.1%

78.9%

21.3%

78.7%

Girls

15.9%

84.1%

19%

81%

Chi square

(χ ² (1) = 2.91, p = .088, N = 638)

(χ ² (1) = .537, p = .463, N = 635)

For Peer Sociability and anti-social subscales, a higher proportion of boys than girls were
identified as being ’at risk’ of SEN at entry to pre-school (age 3-4 years). However, the
association between gender and each subscale was found to be non-significant (χ ² (1) =
2.91, p = .088, N = 638), (χ ² (1) = .537, p = .463, N = 635).
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Prematurity and Low Birth Weight

As previously stated, a significant association was found between birth weight and
prematurity, in that, the majority of low birth weight children and all very low birth weight
children were born premature (χ ² (2) = 161.93, p = .000, N = 823).
Table 1A: 16 Prematurity and percentage of children identified at social/behavioural
risk
Peer Sociability

Antisocial

Prematurity

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

Premature

22%

78%

22%

78%

17.7%

82.3%

19.8%

80.2%

NonPremature
Chi square

(χ ² (1) = 1.09, p = .296, N = 633)

(χ ² (1) = 283, p = .595, N = 630)

For Peer Sociability and Antisocial factors, a larger percentage of children who were born
premature were identified ‘at risk’, compared with non-premature children. However, the
association between prematurity and each social/behavioural subscale was non-significant (χ
² (1) = 1.09, p = .296, N = 633), (χ ² (1) = 283, p = .595, N = 630).
Table 1A: 17 Birth weight and percentage of children identified at social/behavioural
risk
Peer Sociability

Antisocial

Birth weight

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

Very Low

20%

80%

33.3%

66.7%

Low

25.9%

74.1%

11.1%

88.9%

Normal

18.2%

81.8%

20.2%

79.8%

Chi square

(χ ² (2) = 1.03, p = .599, N = 634)

(χ ² (2) = 2.99, p = .224, N = 631)

For Peer Sociability, a larger percentage of children born with a low birth weight were ‘at
risk’ compared to children born with either a very low or normal birth weight. The
association between birth weight and Peer Sociability was non-significant (χ ² (2) = 1.03, p =
.599, N = 634). For Antisocial, a larger percentage of children born with a very low birth
weight were ‘at risk’ compared with low and normal birth weight children. However, this
association was also non-significant (χ ² (2) = 2.99, p = .224, N = 631). Birth weight did not
appear to be significantly linked to children’s ‘at risk’ status on social/behavioural measures.
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Family Socio-Economic Status

Table 1A: 18 Socio-Economic Status and percentage of children identified at
social/behavioural risk
Peer Sociability

Antisocial

SES

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

Professional

17.6%

82.4%

17.8%

82.2%

Intermediate

16.4%

83.6%

20.2%

79.8%

Skilled Non-Manual

22.9%

77.1%

20.9%

79.1%

Skilled Manual

15.5%

84.5%

20.5%

79.5%

Semi-Skilled

11.6%

88.4%

18.6%

81.4%

Unskilled

28.6%

71.4%

14.3%

85.7%

Unemployed/Never
worked
Chi square

28.6%

71.4%

28.6%

71.4%

(χ ² (6) = 7.76, p = .256, N = 634)

(χ ² (6) = 2.22, p = .908, N = 631)

In contrast to the findings for cognitive attainment at entry to pre-school, family socioeconomic status showed much weaker associations with social behavioural ‘at risk’ status.
For Peer Sociability, there were a greater number of children ‘at risk’ within the categories;
unemployed/never worked, unskilled and skilled non-manual. The least number of ‘at risk
children for Peer Sociability were from a semi-skilled background. The association between
family socio-economic status and children’s ‘at risk’ status on Peer Sociability was nonsignificant (χ ² (6) = 7.76, p = .256, N = 634). For anti-social behaviour, the greatest
percentage of ‘at risk’ children were from the unemployed/never worked group and the
lowest percentage of children ‘at risk’ was from the unskilled group. Similar percentages of
‘at risk’ children for the Antisocial subscale were obtained from the remaining groups. The
association between socio-economic status and Antisocial was also non-significant (χ ² (6) =
2.22, p = .908, N = 631).
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Mothers’ Qualifications

Table 1A: 19 Mothers’ qualification level and percentage of children identified at
social/behavioural risk
Peer Sociability

Antisocial

Mothers’
Qualification

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

None

20%

80%

18.1%

81.9%

16 vocational

21.9%

78.1%

28.1%

71.9%

16 academic

24.8%

75.2%

19.3%

80.7%

18 vocational

11.2%

88.8%

23.8%

76.2%

18 academic

20.6%

79.4%

25.4%

74.6%

Degree and above

10.8%

89.2%

16.7%

83.3%

Chi square

(χ ² (5) = 14.34, p = .014, N = 633)

(χ ² (5) = 4.39, p = .495, N = 630)

For Peer Sociability, children whose mothers have degree and above qualifications were
significantly less likely to be ‘at risk’ of SEN (χ ² (5) = 14.34, p = .014, N = 633), followed
closely by children whose mothers have 18 vocational qualifications. No significant
association was found between mothers’ level of qualifications and children’s ‘at risk’ status
on the Antisocial subscale. It appears that children whose mothers have degree and above
qualifications were only marginally less likely to be ‘at risk’ than children whose mothers do
not have any qualifications.
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Mothers’ Employment

Table 1A: 20 Mothers’ employment level and percentage of children identified at
social/behavioural risk
Peer Sociability

Antisocial

Mothers’
Employment Status

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

Full time

14.2%

85.8%

18.9%

81.1%

Part time

16.8%

83.2%

23.5%

76.5%

Unemployed

22.4%

77.6%

18.8%

81.2%

Chi-square

(χ ² (2) = 5.19, p = .075, N = 627)

(χ ² (2) = 1.76, p = .416, N = 624)

For Peer Sociability, children whose mothers are unemployed appeared slightly more likely
to be ‘at risk’, compared with children whose mothers are employed part time or are
unemployed, however this result was non-significant (χ ² (2) = 5.19, p = .075, N = 627).
Additionally, the association between mothers’ level of employment and children’s ‘at risk’
status on Antisocial was non-significant, with children whose mothers are employed part
time appearing to be at a marginally increased risk for SEN (χ ² (2) = 1.76, p = .416, N =
624).
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Fathers’ Employment

Table 1A: 21 Fathers’ employment level and percentage of children identified at
social/behavioural risk
Peer Sociability

Antisocial

Fathers’ Employment
Status

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

Full time

17.2%

82.8%

21.5%

78.5%

Self employed Full
time
Part time

24.7%

75.3%

16.9%

83.1%

22.2%

77.8%

22.2%

77.8%

Unemployed

17.2%

82.8%

15.9%

84.1%

Father not Resident

19.6%

80.4%

19.6%

80.4%

Chi-square

(χ ² (4) = 2.67, p = .614, N = 634)

(χ ² (4) = 1.75, p = .782, N = 631)

No significant association was found between fathers’ employment status and children’s ‘at
risk’ status for Peer Sociability or Antisocial (χ ² (4) = 2.67, p = .614, N = 634), (χ ² (4) =
1.75, p = .782, N = 631). Children whose fathers were self-employed on a full time basis
appeared to be at highest risk of SEN compared with other children, based on their Peer
Sociability scores. Children whose fathers were unemployed appeared to be at least risk of
SEN based on their Antisocial scores, compared with the remaining children.
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Family Size

Table 1A: 22 Family Size and percentage of children identified at social/behavioural
risk
Peer Sociability

Antisocial

Number of siblings

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

0

18.4%

81.6%

24.8%

75.2%

1

16.5%

83.5%

19.9%

80.1%

2

16.2%

83.8%

21.9%

78.1%

3+

26.8%

73.2%

13.4%

86.6%

Chi-square

(χ ² (3) = 6.24, p = .101, N = 634)

(χ ² (3) = 4.99, p = .172, N = 631)

For Peer Sociability, the greatest percentage of children ‘at risk’ came from larger families (3
or more siblings), however this association was non-significant (χ ² (3) = 6.24, p = .101, N =
634). By contrast, children from larger families (3 or more siblings) were least ‘at risk’ based
on their Antisocial scores. This association was also non-significant (χ ² (3) = 4.99, p = .172,
N = 631).


Lone Parent

Table 1A: 23 Lone Parent and percentage of children identified at social/behavioural
risk
Peer Sociability

Antisocial

Family Type

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

Lone Parent

20%

80%

20%

80%

Two Parent

18.2%

81.8%

20.2%

79.8%

Chi-square

(χ ² (1) = .17, p = .682, N= 638)

(χ ² (1) = .002, p = .967, N = 635)

Approximately one fifth (18.2% - 20.2%) of each group were ‘at risk’ on the basis of Peer
Sociability and Antisocial scores. There appeared to be no significant association between
family type and children’s ‘at risk’ status on either social/behavioural subscale. (χ ² (1) = .17,
p = .682, N= 638), (χ ² (1) = .002, p = .967, N = 635).
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Home Learning Environment

Table 1A: 24 Home Learning Environment and percentage of children identified at
social/behavioural risk
Peer Sociability

Antisocial

Home Learning
Environment Score
0 – 13

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

29.3%

70.7%

24.4%

75.6%

14 – 19

20.4%

79.6%

20.7%

79.3%

20 – 24

19.5%

80.5%

17.8%

82.2%

25 – 32

18.2%

81.8%

21.3%

78.7%

33 – 46

9.5%

90.5%

18.9%

81.1%

Chi square

(χ ² (4) = 7.51, p = .111, N = 633)

(χ ² (4) = 1.33, p = .856, N= 630)

For Peer Sociability, the percentage of children ‘at risk’ increased as the quality of the home
learning environment decreased. This association was non-significant (χ ² (4) = 7.51, p =
.111, N = 633). For Antisocial, the largest percentage of children ‘at risk’ came from homes
where the home learning environment scored very low (0-13), however this association was
also non-significant (χ ² (4) = 1.33, p = .856, N= 630).
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Peer play away from home

Table 1A: 25 Peer play away from home and percentage of children identified at
social/behavioural risk
Peer Sociability

Antisocial

Frequency of Play

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

never

19.8%

80.2%

23.1%

76.9%

1 – 2 days per week

19.7%

80.3%

16.3%

83.7%

3 – 4 days per week

19.4%

80.6%

20.4%

79.6%

5 – 7 days per week

11.6%

88.4%

22.4%

77.6%

Chi square

(χ ² (3) = 3.21, p = .360, N = 634)

(χ ² (3) = 3.56, p = .313, N = 631)

The lowest percentage of children ‘at risk’ based on their Peer Sociability scores, played
elsewhere with friends very often (5-7 days per week). Conversely, children who played
elsewhere 5-7 days per week were quite likely to be ‘at risk’ based on their Antisocial scores.
It appears that playing elsewhere with friends very often may be beneficial for children’s
Peer Sociability but detrimental for their Antisocial behaviour. Children least ‘at risk’ in
terms of Antisocial behaviour, played elsewhere 1-2 days per week. The association between
frequency of play and children’s at risk’ status was non-significant in each case (χ ² (3) =
3.21, p = .360, N = 634), (χ ² (3) = 3.56, p = .313, N = 631).
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Peer play at home

Table 1A: 26 Peer play at home and percentage of children identified at
social/behavioural risk
Peer Sociability

Antisocial

Frequency of Play

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

never

21.9%

78.1%

19.6%

80.4%

1 – 2 days per week

12.5%

87.5%

19.8%

80.2%

3 – 4 days per week

15.7%

84.3%

13.7%

86.3%

5 – 7 days per week

22.7%

77.3%

25.5%

74.5%

Chi square

(χ ² (3) = 7.94, p = .047, N = 634)

(χ ² (3) = 5.39, p = .146, N = 631)

The greatest proportion of children was ‘at risk’ based on their Peer Sociability scores if they
either never played at home with friends or if they did so very often (5-7 days per week). It
would appear that it is best for children to have peer play at home occasionally (1-2 days/3-4
days per week). This result was significant (χ ² (3) = 7.94, p = .047, N = 634). In terms of
Antisocial behaviour, the smallest percentage of children ‘at risk’ played at home with friends
3-4 days per week, however this association was non-significant (χ ² (3) = 5.39, p = .146, N
= 631).
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Multiple Disadvantage

The analyses show that pre-school children’s social behavioural development at entry to preschool has weaker relationships with the individual background measures analysed compared
with cognitive attainment in terms of the analysis of ‘at risk’ categories.
Table 1A: 27 Multiple Disadvantage and percentage of children identified at
social/behavioural risk
Peer Sociability

Antisocial

Number of Factors

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

0

11.9%

88.1%

21.1%

78.9%

1–2

19.7%

80.3%

20.4%

79.6%

3–4

26.2%

73.8%

18.7%

81.3%

5+

24%

76%

16%

84%

Chi-square

(χ ² (3) = 10.69, p = .014, N= 638)

(χ ² (3) = .53, p = .912, N = 635)

The results indicate that children ‘at risk’ in terms of Peer Sociability are significantly more
likely than others to be affected by multiple disadvantage (χ ² (3) = 10.69, p = .014, N= 638).
However, multiple disadvantage does not show a significant link with children’s ‘at risk’
status for anti-social behaviour at entry to pre-school (χ ² (3) = .53, p = .912, N = 635).
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 Section 1B: The identification of young children ‘at risk’ of SEN at
entry to primary school (age 4+).
In this section, children’s ‘at risk’/‘not at risk’ status at entry to primary school, based on
their cognitive and social/behavioural scores, is explored. Whether or not a child is ‘at risk’
of SEN is investigated in terms of a range of child, parent, home and family background
characteristics at this point in time (age 4 + years/entry to primary school).
The analyses for identifying children ‘at risk’/ ‘not at risk’ based on their cognitive and
social/behavioural scores at age 4+ years includes both home children and pre-school
children. Data for both groups of children (home and pre-school) are analysed together to
identify children ‘at risk’/ ‘not at risk’ of SEN.
Characteristics of ‘at risk’ children for cognitive ability at entry to primary school
The characteristics of the EPPNI children on entry to primary 1, and the relationship
between various background characteristics and their attainment on the BAS scales have
been explored and presented in EPPNI Technical Paper 5 (Melhuish et al, 2002).


Gender

Table 1B: 1 Gender and percentage of children identified at cognitive risk
Gender

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk”

Boys

18.8%

81.2%

Girls

16.2%

83.8%

Chi-square (χ ² (1) = .94, p = .334, N = 829)
A slightly higher proportion of boys than girls were identified as ‘at risk’ in terms of their
cognitive attainments at entry to pre-school. A Chi-Square test showed the result to be nonsignificant (χ ² (1) = .94, p = .334, N = 829), indicating no significant association between
gender and cognitive risk.
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Prematurity and Low Birth Weight

Table 1B: 2 Prematurity and percentage of children identified at cognitive risk
‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

Premature

20.1%

79.9%

Non-Premature

16.7%

83.3%

Chi-square (χ ² (1) = .964, p = .326, N = 822)
Children born prematurely were over-represented in the cognitive ‘at risk’ group at entry to
primary school (age 4+ years) when compared with non-premature children. This result was
non-significant (χ ² (1) = .964, p = .326, N = 822).
Table 1B: 3 Birth Weight and percentage of children identified at cognitive risk
‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

Very Low birth weight

17.4%

82.6%

Low birth weight

27.3%

72.7%

Normal birth weight

16.9%

83.1%

Chi-square (χ ² (2) = 2.35, p = .309, N = 823)
Findings on entry to primary school show that children from the low birth weight category
were most likely to be ‘at risk’, whilst children with either a very low birth weight or normal
birth weight had similar risk for SEN. This association is non-significant (χ ² (2) = 2.35, p =
.309, N = 823).
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Family Socio-Economic Status

Table 1B: 4 Socio-Economic Status and percentage of children identified at cognitive
risk
Socio-Economic Status

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

Professional

5.6%

94.4%

Intermediate

8.5%

91.5%

Skilled Non-Manual

20%

80%

Skilled Manual

27.7%

72.3%

Semi-skilled

27.7%

72.3%

Unskilled

44.1%

55.9%

Unemployed/Never worked

23.3%

76.7%

Chi-Square (χ ² (6) = 57.33, p = .000, N= 823)
The general pattern of results shows that as socio-economic class decreases, the number of
children ‘at risk’ increases, with the exception of children in the ‘unemployed/never worked’
group. Previous findings from the EPPNI study (EPPNI Technical Paper 5, Melhuish et al,
2002) have indicated that the quality of the home learning environment may mediate the
effects of socio-economic status, in that, parents from a lower socio-economic group may be
providing a very rich home learning environment resulting in the child’s increased cognitive
ability. The highest proportion of children ‘at risk’ was from an unskilled family
background. Children from a professional background were least likely to be ‘at risk’ on
entry to primary school. This association between socio-economic status and cognitive risk
was significant (χ ² (6) = 57.33, p = .000, N= 823).


Mothers’ Qualifications

There is strong evidence to suggest a significant link between the mother's educational level
and young children’s cognitive attainments continuing into primary school for the project
sample (see EPPNI Technical Paper 5, Melhuish et al, 2002).
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Table 1B: 5 Mothers’ qualification level and percentage of children identified at
cognitive risk
Mothers’ Qualification

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

None

36.4%

63.6%

16 vocational

17.1%

82.9%

16 academic

17.3%

82.7%

18 vocational

16%

84%

18 academic

10.5%

89.5%

Degree and above

3%

97%

Chi-Square (χ ² (5) = 67.45, p = .000, N= 819)
Children who had mothers who did not have any qualifications were the largest group ‘at
risk’. As the level of mothers’ qualifications increased, the percentage of children ‘at risk’
consistently decreased. This association between mothers’ level of qualification and
cognitive risk was significant (χ ² (5) = 67.45, p = .000, N= 819).


Mothers’ Employment

Table 1B: 6 Mothers’ employment level and percentage of children identified at
cognitive risk
Mothers’ Employment
Status

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

Full time

11%

89%

Part time

12.8%

87.2%

Unemployed

24.9%

75.1%

Chi-Square (χ ² (2) = 23.89, p = .000, N= 816)
The largest percentage of ‘at risk’ children had mothers who were unemployed. Mothers
who worked full time were least likely to have children who were ‘at risk’. The association
between mothers’ employment and cognitive risk was significant (χ ² (2) = 23.89, p = .000,
N= 816).
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Fathers’ Employment

Table 1B: 7 Fathers’ employment level and percentage of children identified at
cognitive risk
Fathers’ Employment
Status

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

Full time

12.4%

87.6%

Self employed Full time

14.9%

85.1%

Part time

19%

81%

Unemployed

34%

66%

Not Resident

25.2%

74.8%

Chi-square (χ ² (4) = 32.48, p = .000, N = 823)
Children whose fathers were either employed full time or self-employed on a full time basis
were least represented in the ‘at risk’ category. The largest percentage of children ‘at risk’
had fathers who were unemployed. The association between fathers’ employment and
cognitive risk was significant (χ ² (4) = 32.48, p = .000, N = 823).


Family Size

Table 1B: 8 Family size and percentage of children identified at cognitive risk
Number of siblings

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

0

13.4%

86.6%

1

12.7%

87.3%

2

16%

84%

3+

30.1%

69.9%

Chi-Square (χ ² (3) = 26.27, p = .000, N= 823)
Similar percentages of children ‘at risk’ were observed for children who either did not have
any siblings or had one or two siblings. However, children from larger families (3 or more
siblings) were significantly more ‘at risk’, (χ ² (3) = 26.27, p = .000, N= 823).
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Lone Parent

Table 1B:9 Lone Parent and percentage of children identified at cognitive risk
Family Type

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

Lone Parent

27%

73%

Two Parent

15.8%

84.2%

Chi-square (χ ² (1) = 9.28, p = .002, N = 829)
A higher percentage of children from lone parent families were ‘at risk’ than children from
two parent families. This association between family type and cognitive risk was significant
(χ ² (1) = 9.28, p = .002, N = 829).
However, results from Technical Paper 5 (Melhuish et al, 2002) showed that single parent
status was not a significant predictor of cognitive attainment when other variables were
taken into account.


Home Learning Environment

Table 1B: 10 Home Learning Environment and percentage of children identified at
cognitive risk
Home Learning
Environment Score

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

0 – 13

39.1%

60.9%

14 – 19

22.8%

77.2%

20 – 24

16.7%

83.3%

25 – 32

12.5%

87.5%

33 – 46

7.7%

92.3%

Chi-square (χ ² (4) = 36.62, p = .000, N = 822)
Children from homes with the lowest home learning scores (0–13) were much more likely to
be categorised ‘at risk’ in terms of their cognitive attainment at entry to primary school than
children with higher scores. Generally, as the quality of the home learning environment
increased, the percentage of children ‘at risk’ decreased. The association between home
learning environment and cognitive risk was significant (χ ² (4) = 36.62, p = .000, N = 822).
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Peer play away from home

Table 1B: 11 Peer play away from home and percentage of children identified at
cognitive risk
Frequency of Play

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

never

18.8%

81.2%

1 – 2 days per week

13.4%

86.6%

3 – 4 days per week

18.3%

81.7%

5 – 7 days per week

22.4%

77.6%

Chi-Square (χ ² (3) = 5.72, P = .126, N= 823)
The percentage of children ‘at risk’ was lowest for children who played elsewhere with
friends 1 to 2 days per week, and highest for children who played elsewhere very often (5 to7
days per week). The association between peer play elsewhere and cognitive risk was not
significant (χ ² (3) = 5.72, P = .126, N= 823).


Peer play at home

A similar pattern, which was not significant (χ ² (3) = 5.29, p = .152, N = 823) was observed
for children who played at home with friends.


Multiple Disadvantage

Table 1B: 12 Multiple disadvantage and percentage of children identified at cognitive
risk
Number of Factors

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

0

4.6%

95.4%

1–2

16.9%

83.1%

3–4

30.2%

69.8%

5+

44.2%

55.8%

Chi-Square (χ ² (3) = 67.49, p = .000, N = 829)
Multiple disadvantage shows a strong link with cognitive ‘at risk’ classification for children.
The pattern of results shows that the percentage of children ‘at risk’ increases as the number
of factors experienced that are associated with disadvantage increase. This association
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between multiple disadvantage and cognitive risk in pre-school is significant (χ ² (3) = 67.49,
p = .000, N = 829).
Characteristics of ‘at risk’ children for social behaviour at Entry to Primary School


Gender

Table 1B: 13 Gender and percentage of children at social/behavioural risk
Sociability

Antisocial/worried

Gender

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

Boys

11.8%

88.2%

21.1%

78.9%

Girls

15.3%

84.7%

13.4%

86.6%

Chi square

(χ ² (1) = 1.80, p = .179, N = 705)

(χ ² (1) = 7.40, p = .007, N = 705)

For Sociability, more girls than boys were identified as being ’at risk’ of SEN at entry to
primary school. However, the association between gender and Sociability was found to be
non-significant (χ ² (1) = 1.80, p = .179, N = 705). For Antisocial/worried, significantly
more boys than girls were identified ‘at risk’ of SEN (χ ² (1) = 7.40, p = .007, N = 705).
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Prematurity and Low Birth Weight

Table 1B: 14 Prematurity and percentage of children identified at social/behavioural
risk
Sociability

Antisocial/worried

Prematurity

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

Premature

16%

84%

20.2%

79.8%

13.3%

86.7%

16.2%

83.8%

NonPremature
Chi square

(χ ² (1) = .592, p = .442, N = 698)

(χ ² (1) = 1.09, p = .297, N = 698)

For Sociability and Antisocial/worried factors, a larger percentage of children who were
born premature were identified ‘at risk’, compared with non-premature children. However,
the association between prematurity and each social/behavioural subscale was nonsignificant (χ ² (1) = .592, p = .442, N = 698), (χ ² (1) = 1.09, p = .297, N = 698).
Table 1B: 15 Birth Weight and percentage of children identified at social/behavioural
risk
Sociability

Antisocial/worried

Birth weight

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

Very Low

20%

80%

15%

85%

Low

18.5%

81.5%

14.8%

85.2%

Normal

13.3%

86.7%

17.2%

82.8%

Chi square

(χ ² (2) = 1.27, p = .530, N = 699)

(χ ² (2) = .162, p = .922, N = 699)

For Sociability, as birth weight increased, the percentage of children ‘at risk’ decreased in
small increments. The association between birth weight and Sociability was non-significant
(χ ² (2) = 1.27, p = .530, N = 699). For Antisocial/worried, there appeared to be little
difference between children grouped by birth weight in relation to ‘at risk’ status. This
association was also non-significant (χ ² (2) = .162, p = .922, N = 699). Birth weight did not
appear to be linked significantly to children’s ‘at risk’ status on social/behavioural measures.
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Family Socio-Economic Status

Table 1B: 16 Socio-Economic Status and percentage of children identified at
social/behavioural risk
Sociability

Antisocial/worried

SES

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

Professional

8.9%

91.1%

18.9%

81.1%

Intermediate

11.5%

88.5%

14.7%

85.3%

Skilled Non-Manual

13.9%

86.1%

16.4%

83.6%

Skilled Manual

9.7%

90.3%

19.4%

80.6%

Semi-Skilled

18.9%

81.1%

20.8%

79.2%

Unskilled

21.9%

78.1%

15.6%

84.4%

Unemployed/Never
worked
Chi square

34.2%

65.8%

18.4%

81.6%

(χ ² (6) = 20.56, p = .002, N = 699)

(χ ² (6) = 2.16, p = .905, N= 699)

Generally, the pattern of results for Sociability showed that as socio-economic status
increases, the percentage of children ‘at risk’ decreases significantly, with the exception of
children from a skilled manual background who had a similar percentage ‘at risk’ to children
from a professional background (χ ² (6) = 20.56, p = .002, N = 699). Parental socioeconomic status did not appear to have a significant association with Antisocial/worried ‘at
risk’ status as children from an unemployed background were just as likely to be ‘at risk’ as
children from the higher socio-economic classes (χ ² (6) = 2.16, p = .905, N= 699).
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Mothers’ Qualifications

Table 1B: 17 Mothers’ qualification level and percentage of children identified at
social/behavioural risk
Sociability

Antisocial/worried

Mothers’
Qualification

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

None

17%

83%

17%

83%

16 vocational

20%

80%

20%

80%

16 academic

13.4%

86.6%

19.6%

80.4%

18 vocational

12.8%

87.2%

13.8%

86.2%

18 academic

15.4%

84.6%

15.4%

84.6%

Degree and above

9.9%

90.1%

14.9%

85.1%

Chi square

(χ ² (5) = 4.23, p = .518, N= 695)

(χ ² (5) = 2.54, p = .771, N= 695)

The greatest proportion of children ‘at risk’ on Sociability and Antisocial/worried had
mothers who have 16 vocational qualifications. However, there appeared to be no
significant association between mothers’ qualifications and children’s ‘at risk’ status on either
Sociability or Antisocial/worried (χ ² (5) = 4.23, p = .518, N= 695), (χ ² (5) = 2.54, p = .771,
N= 695).
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Mothers’ Employment

Table 1B: 18 Mothers’ employment level and percentage of children identified at
social/behavioural risk
Sociability

Antisocial/worried

Mothers’
Employment Status

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

Full time

10.1%

89.9%

18.7%

81.3%

Part time

13.8%

86.2%

15.4%

84.6%

Unemployed

15.9%

84.1%

17.2%

82.8%

Chi-square

(χ ² (2) = 3.45, p = .178, N = 693)

(χ ² (2) = .803, p = .669, N =693)

For Sociability, children whose mothers are unemployed appeared slightly more likely to be
‘at risk’, compared with children whose mothers are employed part time or are unemployed,
however this result was non-significant (χ ² (2) = 3.45, p = .178, N = 693). Additionally,
the association between mothers’ level of employment and children’s ‘at risk’ status on
Antisocial/worried was non-significant, with children whose mothers are employed full time
appearing to be at a marginally increased risk for SEN (χ ² (2) = .803, p = .669, N =693).
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Fathers’ Employment

Table 1B: 19 Fathers’ employment level and percentage of children identified at
social/behavioural risk
Sociability

Antisocial/worried

Fathers’ Employment
Status

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

Full time

11.4%

88.6%

14.6%

85.4%

Self employed Full
time
Part time

11%

89%

18.3%

81.7%

11.8%

88.2%

47.1%

52.9%

Unemployed

19%

81%

20.3%

79.7%

Father not Resident

20.7%

79.3%

18.1%

81.9%

Chi-square

(χ ² (4) = 9.09, p = .059, N = 699)

(χ ² (4) = 13.36, p = .010, N = 699)

Children whose fathers were either unemployed or were not resident at home with the
family were at an increased risk for SEN based on their Sociability scores. This association
was non-significant (χ ² (4) = 9.09, p = .059, N = 699). The greatest percentage of ‘at risk’
children on Antisocial/worried had fathers who worked part time. Almost half of all
children whose fathers worked part time, were ‘at risk’ on Antisocial/worried. The
association between fathers’ employment status and children’s ‘at risk’ status on
Antisocial/worried was significant (χ ² (4) = 13.36, p = .010, N = 699).

52



Family Size

Table 1B: 20 Family Size and percentage of children identified at social/behavioural
risk
Sociability

Antisocial/worried

Number of siblings

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

0

10.8%

89.2%

19.2%

80.8%

1

14.1%

85.9%

18%

82%

2

11.5%

88.5%

17.8%

82.2%

3+

18%

82%

12.7%

87.3%

Chi-square

(χ ² (3) = 3.93, p = .270, N = 699)

(χ ² (3) = 2.67, p = .445, N = 699)

For Sociability, the greatest percentage of children ‘at risk’ came from larger families (3 or
more siblings), however this association was non-significant (χ ² (3) = 3.93, p = .270, N =
699). By contrast, children from larger families (3 or more siblings) were least ‘at risk’ based
on their Antisocial/worried scores. This association was also non-significant (χ ² (3) = 2.67,
p = .445, N = 699).


Lone Parent

Table 1B: 21 Lone Parent and percentage of children identified at social/behavioural
risk
Sociability

Antisocial/worried

Family Type

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

Lone Parent

21.2%

78.8%

19.5%

80.5%

Two Parent

12.2%

87.8%

16.7%

83.3%

Chi-square

(χ ² (1) = 6.65, p = .010, N = 705)

(χ ² (1) = .503, p = .478, N = 705)

For Sociability, children from a lone parent family were at a significantly increased risk of
SEN, compared with children from two parent families (χ ² (1) = 6.65, p = .010, N = 705).
Children from a lone parent family also had an increased risk for SEN based on their
Antisocial/worried scores, however this association was non-significant (χ ² (1) = .503, p =
.478, N = 705).
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Home Learning Environment

Table 1B: 22 Home Learning Environment and percentage of children identified at
social/behavioural risk
Sociability

Antisocial/worried

Home Learning
Environment Score
0 – 13

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

17.5%

82.5%

17.5%

82.5%

14 – 19

24.6%

75.4%

17.4%

82.6%

20 – 24

10.5%

89.5%

17.3%

82.7%

25 – 32

9.4%

90.6%

16.2%

83.8%

33 – 46

12.8%

87.2%

17.9%

82.1%

Chi square

(χ ² (4) = 20.11, p = .000, N = 699)

(χ ² (4) = .201, p = .995, N = 699)

For Sociability, the highest percentages of children ‘at risk’ were from homes that scored
very low (0 to 13) or low (14-19) on their quality of home learning environment. By
contrast, fewer children were ‘at risk’ from homes that scored higher on their quality of
home learning environment (score of 20 to 24 and above). This association was significant
(χ ² (4) = 20.11, p = .000, N = 699). For Antisocial/worried, no distinct pattern in the
results is evident, and it appears that the quality of the home learning environment is not
significantly associated with children’s ‘at risk’ status on Antisocial/worried (χ ² (4) = .201,
p = .995, N = 699).
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Peer play away from home

Table 1B: 23 Peer play away from home and percentage of children identified at
social/behavioural risk
Sociability

Antisocial/worried

Frequency of Play

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

never

14.3%

85.7%

18.7%

81.3%

1 – 2 days per week

13.1%

86.9%

18.2%

81.8%

3 – 4 days per week

15.6%

84.4%

11.9%

88.1%

5 – 7 days per week

11.7%

88.3%

15.5%

84.5%

Chi square

(χ ² (3) = .846, p = .838, N= 699)

(χ ² (3) = 2.92, p = .404, N = 699)

The lowest percentage of children ‘at risk’ based on their Sociability scores, played elsewhere
with friends very often (5-7 days per week). Children who never played elsewhere or played
1-2 days per week were quite likely to be ‘at risk’ based on their Antisocial/worried scores.
Children least ‘at risk’ in terms of Antisocial/worried behaviour, played elsewhere 3-4 days
per week. The association between frequency of play and children’s ‘at risk’ status was nonsignificant in each case (χ ² (3) = .846, p = .838, N= 699), (χ ² (3) = 2.92, p = .404, N =
699).
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Peer play at home

Table 1B: 24 Peer play at home and percentage of children identified at
social/behavioural risk
Sociability

Antisocial/worried

Frequency of Play

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

never

14.6%

85.4%

19.3%

80.7%

1 – 2 days per week

12.5%

87.5%

15.6%

84.4%

3 – 4 days per week

15.3%

84.7%

16.3%

83.7%

5 – 7 days per week

12.9%

87.1%

15.5%

84.5%

Chi square

(χ ² (3) = .690, p = .875, N = 699)

(χ ² (3) = 1.48, p = .686, N = 699)

The greatest number of children were ‘at risk’ based on their Sociability scores if they played
at home with friends 3 to 4 times per week. This result was non-significant (χ ² (3) = .690,
p = .875, N = 699). In terms of Antisocial/worried behaviour, the greatest percentage of
children ‘at risk’ never played at home with friends, however this association was nonsignificant (χ ² (3) = 1.48, p = .686, N = 699).
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Multiple Disadvantage

The analyses show that children’s social behavioural development at entry to primary school
has weaker relationships with any of the individual background measures analysed compared
with cognitive attainment in terms of the analysis of ‘at risk’ categories.
Table 1B: 25 Multiple Disadvantage and percentage of children identified at
social/behavioural risk
Sociability

Antisocial/worried

Number of Factors

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

0

9.7%

90.3%

17%

83%

1–2

12%

88%

17.7%

82.3%

3–4

18.4%

81.6%

14.3%

85.7%

5+

31.4%

68.6%

25.7%

74.3%

Chi-square

(χ ² (3)= 15.65, p = .001, N = 705)

(χ ² (3) = 2.72, p = .437, N = 705)

The results indicate that children ‘at risk’ in terms of Sociability are significantly more likely
than others to be affected by multiple disadvantage (χ ² (3) = 15.65, p = .001, N = 705). For
Antisocial/worried, there appears to be little difference in the percentages of children ‘at
risk’ between groups of children who have 0, 1-2 or 3-4 indicators of disadvantage.
However, children who have 5 or more indicators of disadvantage appear to be at an
increased risk for SEN based on their Antisocial/worried scores. However, this association
was non significant (χ ² (3) = 2.72, p = .437, N = 705).
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 Section 1C: The identification of young children ‘at risk’ of SEN at
end of primary 2 (Age 6 years).
In this section, children’s ‘at risk’/‘not at risk’ status at the end of primary 2, based on their
cognitive attainment, is explored. Whether or not a child is ‘at risk’ of SEN is investigated in
terms of a range of child, parent, home and family background characteristics at this point in
time (age 6 years/end of primary 2).
The analyses for identifying children ‘at risk’/‘not at risk’ based on their cognitive scores at
age 6 years includes both home children and pre-school children. Data for both groups of
children (home and pre-school) are analysed together to identify children ‘at risk’/‘not at
risk’ of SEN.
Characteristics of ‘at risk’ children on Cognitive Ability at end of primary 2


Gender

Table 1C: 1 Gender and percentage of children at cognitive risk
Literacy

Numeracy

Gender

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

Boys

19.8%

80.2%

13.4%

86.6%

Girls

18.3%

81.7%

14.8%

85.2%

Chi square

(χ ² (1) = .272, p = .602, N = 830)

(χ ² (1) = .311, p = .577, N = 830)

For Literacy, more boys appeared to be ‘at risk’ than girls, with the reverse pattern occurring
for Numeracy. However, the associations between gender and both cognitive scores were
non-significant (χ ² (1) = .272, p = .602, N = 830), (χ ² (1) = .311, p = .577, N = 830).

58



Prematurity and Low Birth Weight

Table 1C: 2 Prematurity and percentage of children identified at cognitive risk
Literacy

Numeracy

Prematurity

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

Premature

22.3%

77.7%

10.8%

89.2%

NonPremature
Chi square

18.4%

81.6%

14.6%

85.4%

(χ ² (1) = 1.13, p = .288, N = 823)

(χ ² (1) = 1.41, p = .235, N = 823)

A greater percentage of premature children were ‘at risk’ compared with non-premature
children in relation to Literacy. By contrast, a greater percentage of non-premature children
were ‘at risk’ regarding Numeracy, compared with premature children. Neither result was
significant (χ ² (1) = 1.13, p = .288, N = 823), (χ ² (1) = 1.41, p = .235, N = 823).
Table 1C: 3 Birth Weight and percentage of children identified at cognitive risk
Literacy

Numeracy

Birth weight

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

Very Low

30.4%

69.6%

13%

87%

Low

21.2%

78.8%

27.3%

72.7%

Normal

18.6%

81.4%

13.5%

86.5%

Chi square

(χ ² (2) = 2.13, p = .346, N = 824)

(χ ² (2) = 4.95, p = .084, N = 824)

For Literacy, the greatest percentage of children ‘at risk’ had a very low birth weight. In
terms of ‘at risk’ status for Numeracy, the greatest percentage of children ‘at risk’ had a low
birth weight. The associations between children’s birth weight and both cognitive
dimensions were non-significant (χ ² (2) = 2.13, p = .346, N = 824), (χ ² (2) = 4.95, p = .084,
N = 824).
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Family Socio-Economic Status

Table 1C: 4 Socio-Economic Status and percentage of children identified at cognitive
risk
Literacy

Numeracy

SES

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

Professional

8.4%

91.6%

3.7%

96.3%

Intermediate

15.7%

84.3%

7.7%

92.3%

Skilled Non-Manual

19.5%

80.5%

15.4%

84.6%

Skilled Manual

24.4%

75.6%

18.5%

81.5%

Semi-Skilled

33.8%

66.2%

23.1%

76.9%

Unskilled

11.8%

88.2%

35.3%

64.7%

Unemployed/Never
worked
Chi square

32.6%

67.4%

30.2%

69.8%

(χ ² (6) = 27.43, p = .000, N = 824)

(χ ² (6) = 46.81, p = .000, N = 824)

The percentage of children ‘at risk’ for SEN in each socio-economic group decreased for
both Literacy and Numeracy, as parental socio-economic status increased. One exception
was observed for Literacy, where children from an unskilled background appeared to be less
‘at risk’ than would normally be expected. The associations between socio-economic status
and children’s ‘at risk’ status on both Literacy and Numeracy were significant (χ ² (6) =
27.43, p = .000, N = 824), (χ ² (6) = 46.81, p = .000, N = 824).
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Mothers’ Qualifications

Table 1C: 5 Mothers’ qualification level and percentage of children identified at
cognitive risk
Literacy

Numeracy

Mothers’
Qualification

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

None

29.1%

70.9%

30.9%

69.1%

16 vocational

29.3%

70.7%

14.6%

85.4%

16 academic

19.9%

80.1%

12.8%

87.2%

18 vocational

16%

84%

10.4%

89.6%

18 academic

14.5%

85.5%

11.8%

88.2%

Degree and above

8.4%

91.6%

2.4%

97.6%

Chi square

(χ ² (5) = 27.64, p = .000, N = 820)

(χ ² (5) = 59.41, p = .000, N = 820)

Generally, as mothers’ level of qualifications increased, the percentage of children ‘at risk’
decreased for both Literacy and Numeracy. These associations were significant for mothers’
qualifications and children’s ‘at risk’ status on both cognitive measures (χ ² (5) = 27.64, p =
.000, N = 820), (χ ² (5) = 59.41, p = .000, N = 820).
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Mothers’ Employment

Table 1C: 6 Mothers’ employment level and percentage of children identified at
cognitive risk
Literacy

Numeracy

Mothers’
Employment Status

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

Full time

14.3%

85.7%

5.1%

94.9%

Part time

17.6%

82.4%

13.2%

86.8%

Unemployed

23.5%

76.5%

21%

79%

Chi-square

(χ ² (2) = 8.19, p = .017, N = 817)

(χ ² (2) = 29.68, p = .000, N = 817)

For both Literacy and Numeracy, the greatest percentage of children ‘at risk’ had mothers
who were unemployed. The lowest percentage of children ‘at risk’ on both Literacy and
Numeracy had mothers who were employed full time. The associations between mothers’
employment and children’s ‘at risk’ status were significant for both cognitive measures (χ ²
(2) = 8.19, p = .017, N = 817), (χ ² (2) = 29.68, p = .000, N = 817).
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Fathers’ Employment

Table 1C: 7 Fathers’ employment level and percentage of children identified at
cognitive risk
Literacy

Numeracy

Fathers’ Employment
Status

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

Full time

14.7%

85.3%

10.1%

89.9%

Self employed Full
time
Part time

22.8%

77.2%

8.9%

91.1%

38.1%

61.9%

23.8%

76.2%

Unemployed

23.4%

76.6%

26.6%

73.4%

Father not Resident

25.8%

74.2%

22%

78%

Chi-square

(χ ² (4) = 16.68, p = .002, N = 824)

(χ ² (4) = 29.12, p = .000, N = 824)

For Literacy, a significantly smaller percentage of children, whose fathers were employed full
time, were ‘at risk’ of SEN. A significantly larger percentage of children ‘at risk’ had fathers
who were employed part time (χ ² (4) = 16.68, p = .002, N = 824). For Numeracy,
significantly smaller percentages of children ‘at risk’ had fathers who were either employed
full time or self-employed full time. Significantly larger percentages of children were
observed to be ‘at risk’ where their fathers were employed part time, were unemployed or
were not resident with the family (χ ² (4) = 29.12, p = .000, N = 824).
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Family Size

Table 1C: 8 Family Size and percentage of children identified at cognitive risk
Literacy

Numeracy

Number of siblings

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

0

21.8%

78.2%

12.7%

87.3%

1

17.7%

82.3%

13%

87%

2

15%

85%

12.6%

87.4%

3+

23.9%

76.1%

18.8%

81.2%

Chi-square

(χ ² (3) = 5.87, p = .118, N = 824)

(χ ² (3) = 4.06, p = .255, N = 824)

A greater percentage of children were ‘at risk’ based on their Literacy scores where they were
either an only child or had 3 or more siblings. For Numeracy, children who had 3 or more
siblings appeared to be at a marginally increased risk for SEN. However both associations
were non-significant (χ ² (3) = 5.87, p = .118, N = 824), (χ ² (3) = 4.06, p = .255, N = 824).


Lone Parent

Table 1C: 9 Lone Parent and percentage of children identified at cognitive risk
Literacy

Numeracy

Family Type

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

Lone Parent

24.4%

75.6%

20.5%

79.5%

Two Parent

18.1%

81.9%

12.9%

87.1%

Chi-square

(χ ² (1) = 2.81, p = .094, N = 830)

(χ ² (1) = 5.03, p = .025, N = 830)

For both Literacy and Numeracy, more children were ‘at risk’ from a lone parent family than
a two parent family. The association between family type and children’s ‘at risk’ status was
significant for Numeracy only (χ ² (1) = 5.03, p = .025, N = 830).
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Home Learning Environment

Table 1C: 10 Home Learning Environment and percentage of children identified at
cognitive risk
Literacy

Numeracy

Home Learning
Environment Score
0 – 13

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

34.8%

65.2%

29%

71%

14 – 19

25.9%

74.1%

17.9%

82.1%

20 – 24

16.3%

83.7%

11.3%

88.7%

25 – 32

14.6%

85.4%

12.9%

87.1%

33 – 46

15.4%

84.6%

6.6%

93.4%

Chi square

(χ ² (4) = 21.43, p = .000, N = 823)

(χ ² (4) = 20.57, p = .000, N = 823)

In general, children from homes that scored higher on the home learning environment were
significantly less likely to be ‘at risk’ for SEN based on Literacy and Numeracy scores, than
children from homes where a poorer quality of home learning environment was provided (χ
² (4) = 21.43, p = .000, N = 823), (χ ² (4) = 20.57, p = .000, N = 823).
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Peer play away from home
Table 1C: 11 Peer play away from home and percentage of children identified at
cognitive risk
Literacy

Numeracy

Frequency of Play

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

never

19.8%

80.2%

15%

85%

1 – 2 days per week

15.1%

84.9%

10.6%

89.4%

3 – 4 days per week

22.9%

77.1%

18.3%

81.7%

5 – 7 days per week

22.4%

77.6%

15.5%

84.5%

Chi square

(χ ² (3) = 5.03, p = .170, N = 824)

(χ ² (3) = 5.26, p = .154, N = 824)

Lower percentages of children were ‘at risk’ on Literacy and Numeracy when they played
with friends away from home for 1 to 2 days per week. The associations between amount of
peer play away from home and children’s ‘at risk’ status were non-significant (χ ² (3) = 5.03,
p = .170, N = 824), (χ ² (3) = 5.26, p = .154, N = 824).


Peer play at home

Table 1C: 12 Peer play at home and percentage of children identified at cognitive risk
Literacy

Numeracy

Frequency of Play

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

never

21.3%

78.7%

16.6%

83.4%

1 – 2 days per week

14.1%

85.9%

10.9%

89.1%

3 – 4 days per week

21%

79%

12.6%

87.4%

5 – 7 days per week

20.1%

79.9%

14.8%

85.2%

Chi square

(χ ² (3) = 4.90, p = .179, N = 824)

(χ ² (3) = 3.63, p = .305, N = 824)

The optimum amount of peer play at home appears to be 1 to 2 days per week based on
evidence that lower percentages of children are ‘at risk’ when they have this amount of peer
play at home. However, this association was non-significant for both cognitive measures (χ
² (3) = 4.90, p = .179, N = 824), (χ ² (3) = 3.63, p = .305, N = 824).
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Multiple Disadvantage

Table 1C: 13 Multiple Disadvantage and percentage of children identified at
cognitive risk
Literacy

Numeracy

Number of Factors

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

0

13%

87%

6.7%

93.3%

1–2

17.4%

82.6%

10.3%

89.7%

3–4

26.6%

73.4%

29%

71%

5+

37.2%

62.8%

30.2%

69.8%

Chi-square

(χ ² (3) = 21.80, p = .000, N = 830)

(χ ² (3) = 55.52, p = .000, N = 830)

For both Literacy and Numeracy, a clear pattern emerges, in that, children who experience
multiple disadvantage are at a significantly increased risk for SEN (χ ² (3) = 21.80, p = .000,
N = 830), (χ ² (3) = 55.52, p = .000, N = 830).
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 Section 1D: The identification of young children ‘at risk’ of SEN at
end of primary 3 (Age 7 years).
In this section, children’s ‘at risk’/‘not at risk’ status at the end of primary 3 is explored,
based on the teacher’s assessment of the child’s special educational need and the child’s
score on two social/behavioural subscales. Whether or not a child is ‘at risk’ of SEN is
investigated in terms of a range of child, parent, home and family background characteristics
at this point in time (age 7 years/end of primary 3).
The analyses for identifying children ‘at risk’/’not at risk’ based on their teachers’ assessment
of special educational need(s) and social/behavioural development at age 7 years includes
both home children and pre-school children. Data for both groups of children (home and
pre-school) are analysed together to identify children ‘at risk’/‘not at risk’ of SEN.
Learning Difficulty and Behavioural Disability at the end of primary 3 (Teacher’s
report)


Gender

Table 1D: 1 Gender and percentage of children at risk on Learning Difficulty and
Behavioural Disability
Learning Difficulty

Behavioural Disability

Gender

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

Boys

13%

87%

8.2%

91.8%

Girls

7.8%

92.2%

3.3%

96.7%

Chi square

(χ ² (1) = 5.18, p = .023, N = 724)

(χ ² (1) = 8.37, p = .004, N = 767)

For both Learning Difficulty and Behavioural Disability, significantly more boys were ‘at
risk’ than girls (χ ² (1) = 5.18, p = .023, N = 724), (χ ² (1) = 8.37, p = .004, N = 767).
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Prematurity and Low Birth Weight

Table 1D: 2 Prematurity and percentage of children identified at risk on Learning
Difficulty and Behavioural Disability
Learning Difficulty

Behavioural Disability

Prematurity

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

Premature

15%

85%

6.9%

93.1%

NonPremature
Chi square

9%

91%

5.5%

94.5%

(χ ² (1) = 3.92, p = .048, N = 717)

(χ ² (1) = .38, p = .540, N = 761)

More children who were born premature were ‘at risk’ for Learning Difficulty and
Behavioural Disability, compared with non-premature children. This association was only
significant for prematurity and Learning Difficulty (χ ² (1) = 3.92, p = .048, N = 717).
Table 1D: 3 Birth Weight and percentage of children identified at risk on Learning
Difficulty and Behavioural Disability
Learning Difficulty

Behavioural Disability

Birth weight

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

Very Low

25%

75%

8.7%

91.3%

Low

7.1%

92.9%

10%

90%

Normal

9.9%

90.1%

5.5%

94.5%

Chi square

(χ ² (2) = 5.17, p = .075, N = 718)

(χ ² (2) = 1.44, p = .488, N = 761)

For Learning Difficulty, more children were ‘at risk’ who had a very low birth weight,
whereas for Behavioural Disability, children with a low birth weight appeared to be at an
increased risk. However, neither association was significant (χ ² (2) = 5.17, p = .075, N =
718), (χ ² (2) = 1.44, p = .488, N = 761).
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Family Socio-Economic Status

Table 1D: 4 Socio-Economic Status and percentage of children identified at risk on
Learning Difficulty and Behavioural Disability
Learning Difficulty

Behavioural Disability

SES

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

Professional

2.9%

97.1%

3.8%

96.2%

Intermediate

8.4%

91.6%

4.5%

95.5%

Skilled Non-Manual

7.8%

92.2%

4.5%

95.5%

Skilled Manual

19.6%

80.4%

7.6%

92.4%

Semi-Skilled

13.5%

86.5%

12.3%

87.7%

Unskilled

6.9%

93.1%

6.5%

93.5%

Unemployed/Never
worked
Chi square

25.7%

74.3%

10.3%

89.7%

(χ ² (6) = 27.24, p = .000, N = 718) (χ ² (6) = 8.59, p = .198, N = 761)

Children from a professional background were at a significantly lower risk for Learning
Difficulty than any other socio-economic group. By contrast, children from an unemployed
background were at a significantly increased risk for Learning Difficulty (χ ² (6) = 27.24, p =
.000, N = 718). Similarly for Behavioural Disability, children from a professional
background were less ‘at risk’ than other children, however this association was nonsignificant (χ ² (6) = 8.59, p = .198, N = 761).
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Mothers’ Qualifications

Table 1D: 5 Mothers’ qualification level and percentage of children identified at risk
on Learning Difficulty and Behavioural Disability
Learning Difficulty

Behavioural Disability

Mothers’
Qualification

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

None

15.8%

84.2%

6.2%

93.8%

16 vocational

13.2%

86.8%

5.1%

94.9%

16 academic

11.1%

88.9%

8.2%

91.8%

18 vocational

8.9%

91.1%

3%

97%

18 academic

10.6%

89.4%

8.6%

91.4%

Degree and above

3.9%

96.1%

2.5%

97.5%

Chi square

(χ ² (5) = 11.96, p = .035, N = 715) (χ ² (5) = 8.08, p = .152, N = 757)

For Learning Difficulty, children whose mothers have degree and above qualifications were
significantly less ‘at risk’ than other children, whereas children whose mothers did not have
any qualifications appeared to be most ‘at risk’ (χ ² (5) = 11.96, p = .035, N = 715). Similarly
for Behavioural Disability, children whose mothers have degree and above were least ‘at
risk’, however this result was non-significant (χ ² (5) = 8.08, p = .152, N = 757).
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Mothers’ Employment
Table 1D: 6 Mothers’ employment level and percentage of children identified at risk
on Learning Difficulty and Behavioural Disability
Learning Difficulty
Behavioural Disability
Mothers’
Employment Status

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

Full time

6.4%

93.6%

6.1%

93.9%

Part time

9%

91%

5.3%

94.7%

Unemployed

13.9%

86.1%

6%

94%

Chi-square

(χ ² (2) = 8.30, p = .016, N = 713)

(χ ² (2) = .18, p = .915, N = 754)

For Learning Difficulty, children whose mothers were unemployed were significantly at
most risk compared with other children (χ ² (2) = 8.30, p = .016, N = 713). There appeared
to be no significant association between mothers’ employment status and children’s
Behavioural Disability (χ ² (2) = .18, p = .915, N = 754).

Fathers’ Employment
Table 1D: 7 Fathers’ employment level and percentage of children identified at risk
on Learning Difficulty and Behavioural Disability
Learning Difficulty
Behavioural Disability
Fathers’ Employment
Status

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

Full time

7.9%

92.1%

4.7%

95.3%

Self employed Full
time
Part time

9.8%

90.2%

5.3%

94.7%

20%

80%

6%

94%

Unemployed

17.6%

82.4%

8.2%

91.8%

Father not Resident

12.7%

87.3%

8.3%

91.7%

Chi-square

(χ ² (4) = 9.29, p = .054, N = 718)

(χ ² (4) = 3.26, p = .515, N = 761)

Children whose fathers were either employed part time or were unemployed appeared to be
most ‘at risk’ for Learning Difficulty. Children whose fathers were unemployed or not
resident were at a marginally increased risk for Behavioural Disability. However neither
association was significant (χ ² (4) = 9.29, p = .054, N = 718), (χ ² (4) = 3.26, p = .515, N =
761).
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Family Size

Table 1D: 8 Family Size and percentage of children identified at risk on Learning
Difficulty and Behavioural Disability
Learning Difficulty

Behavioural Disability

Number of siblings

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

0

7.8%

92.2%

6.9%

93.1%

1

9.8%

90.2%

4.7%

95.3%

2

7.9%

92.1%

5.7%

94.3%

3+

15.8%

84.2%

6.8%

93.2%

Chi-square

(χ ² (3) = 6.84, p = .077, N = 718)

(χ ² (3) = 1.20, p = .754, N = 761)

Children with 3 or more siblings appeared to be at an increased risk for Learning Difficulty,
whereas children who had either no siblings or had 3 or more siblings were at a marginally
increased risk of Behavioural Disability. Neither association was significant (χ ² (3) = 6.84, p
= .077, N = 718), (χ ² (3) = 1.20, p = .754, N = 761).


Lone Parent

Table 1D: 9 Lone Parent and percentage of children identified at risk on Learning
Difficulty and Behavioural Disability
Learning Difficulty

Behavioural Disability

Family Type

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

Lone Parent

12.8%

87.2%

8%

92%

Two Parent

9.9%

90.1%

5.4%

94.6%

Chi-square

(χ ² (1) = .853, p = .356, N = 724)

(χ ² (1) = 1.22, p = .270, N = 767)

More children from lone parent families were ‘at risk’ for both Learning Difficulty and
Behavioural Disability than children from two parent families, however these results were
non-significant (χ ² (1) = .853, p = .356, N = 724), (χ ² (1) = 1.22, p = .270, N = 767).
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Home Learning Environment

Table 1D: 10 Home Learning Environment and percentage of children identified at
risk on Learning Difficulty and Behavioural Disability
Learning Difficulty

Behavioural Disability

Home Learning
Environment Score
0 – 13

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

22.6%

77.4%

6.7%

93.3%

14 – 19

12.7%

87.3%

7.1%

92.9%

20 – 24

7.7%

92.3%

4.9%

95.1%

25 – 32

8.6%

91.4%

6%

94%

33 – 46

8.5%

91.5%

4.5%

95.5%

Chi square

(χ ² (4) = 12.23, p = .016, N = 717) (χ ² (4) = 1.20, p = .878, N = 760)

Children from homes that scored lower on the home learning environment were
significantly more likely to be ‘at risk’ for Learning Difficulty, than children from homes that
had a higher quality learning environment (χ ² (4) = 12.23, p = .016, N = 717). Children
from homes that scored higher on the home learning environment appeared to be at a
slightly decreased risk for Behavioural Disability compared with other children, however this
result was non-significant (χ ² (4) = 1.20, p = .878, N = 760).
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Peer play away from home
Table 1D: 11 Peer play away from home and percentage of children identified at risk
on Learning Difficulty and Behavioural Disability
Learning Difficulty

Behavioural Disability

Frequency of Play

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

never

8.7%

91.3%

5.9%

94.1%

1 – 2 days per week

10%

90%

4.2%

95.8%

3 – 4 days per week

10.2%

89.8%

5.7%

94.3%

5 – 7 days per week

14.4%

85.6%

9.3%

90.7%

Chi square

(χ ² (3) = 2.57, p = .463, N = 718)

(χ ² (3) = 3.56, p = .313, N = 761)

Children who play with peers away from home very often (5 to 7 days per week) appeared to
be at a slightly increased risk for Learning Difficulty and Behavioural Disability. The
associations between peer play away from home and both measures were non-significant
(χ ² (3) = 2.57, p = .463, N = 718), (χ ² (3) = 3.56, p = .313, N = 761).


Peer play at home

Table 1D: 12 Peer play at home and percentage of children identified at risk on
Learning Difficulty and Behavioural Disability
Learning Difficulty

Behavioural Disability

Frequency of Play

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

never

10.7%

89.3%

7.4%

92.6%

1 – 2 days per week

9.6%

90.4%

4.9%

95.1%

3 – 4 days per week

6.7%

93.3%

3.7%

96.3%

5 – 7 days per week

12.1%

87.9%

5.6%

94.4%

Chi square

(χ ² (3) = 2.20, p = .533, N = 718)

(χ ² (3) = 2.50, p = .475, N = 761)

Children who played with friends at home 5 to 7 days per week appeared to be at a
marginally increased risk for Learning Difficulty, whereas children who did not have any
peer play at home were at increased risk for Behavioural Disability. Neither association was
significant (χ ² (3) = 2.20, p = .533, N = 718), (χ ² (3) = 2.50, p = .475, N = 761).
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Multiple Disadvantage

Table 1D: 13 Multiple Disadvantage and percentage of children identified at risk on
Learning Difficulty and Behavioural Disability
Learning Difficulty

Behavioural Disability

Number of Factors

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

0

5.4%

94.6%

5.3%

94.7%

1–2

10.7%

89.3%

5.1%

94.9%

3–4

13.6%

86.4%

6%

94%

5+

25.7%

74.3%

12.8%

87.2%

Chi-square

(χ ² (3) = 16.33, p = .001, N = 724) (χ ² (3) = 3.99, p = .263, N = 767)

Children with multiple disadvantage were significantly more ‘at risk’ for Learning Difficulty
(χ ² (3) = 16.33, p = .001, N = 724). Children who experienced multiple disadvantage were
also at an increased risk for Behavioural Disability, however this association was nonsignificant (χ ² (3) = 3.99, p = .263, N = 767).
Characteristics of ‘at risk’ children for social behaviour at End of Primary 3


Gender

Table 1D: 14 Gender and percentage of children at social/behavioural risk
Peer Problems

Conduct Problems

Gender

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

Boys

18%

82%

15.6%

84.4%

Girls

18.2%

81.8%

9.8%

90.2%

Chi square

(χ ² (1) = .005, p = .945, N = 751)

(χ ² (1) = 5.77, p = .016, N= 751)

There appeared to be no association between gender and children’s ‘at risk’ status on Peer
Problems (χ ² (1) = .005, p = .945, N = 751). In contrast, boys were significantly more ‘at
risk’ than girls for Conduct Problems (χ ² (1) = 5.77, p = .016, N= 751).
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Prematurity and Low Birth Weight

Table 1D: 15 Prematurity and percentage of children identified at social/behavioural
risk
Peer Problems

Conduct Problems

Prematurity

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

Premature

20.8%

79.2%

10.4%

89.6%

NonPremature

17.3%

82.7%

13.1%

86.9%

Chi square

(χ ² (1) = .875, p = .350, N = 744)

(χ ² (1) = .68, p = .410, N = 744)

Children who were born premature appeared to be more ‘at risk’ on Peer Problems than
non-premature children, with the reverse pattern being observed for Conduct Problems.
Neither association was significant (χ ² (1) = .875, p = .350, N = 744), (χ ² (1) = .68,
p = .410, N = 744).
Table 1D: 16 Birth Weight and percentage of children identified at
social/behavioural risk
Peer Problems

Conduct Problems

Birth weight

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

Very Low

36.4%

63.6%

22.7%

77.3%

Low

13.3%

86.7%

16.7%

83.3%

Normal

17.6%

82.4%

12.3%

87.7%

Chi square

(χ ² (2) = 5.55, p = .062, N = 745)

(χ ² (2) = 2.53, p = .282, N = 745)

Children with a very low birth weight were most ‘at risk’ on both Peer Problems and
Conduct Problems although the associations between prematurity and the two measures
were not significant (χ ² (2) = 5.55, p = .062, N = 745), (χ ² (2) = 2.53, p = .282, N = 745).
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Family Socio-Economic Status

Table 1D: 17 Socio-Economic Status and percentage of children identified at
social/behavioural risk
Peer Problems

Conduct Problems

SES

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

Professional

11.5%

88.5%

9.4%

90.6%

Intermediate

17.6%

82.4%

9.4%

90.6%

Skilled Non-Manual

12.6%

87.4%

10.3%

89.7%

Skilled Manual

23.8%

76.2%

21%

79%

Semi-Skilled

29.1%

70.9%

20%

80%

Unskilled

32.3%

67.7%

12.9%

87.1%

Unemployed/Never
worked
Chi square

17.5%

82.5%

20%

80%

(χ ² (6) = 17.46, p = .008, N = 745) (χ ² (6) = 15.15, p = .019, N = 745)

Children from a professional background were significantly less ‘at risk’ than children from
other socio-economic backgrounds for Peer Problems. Children significantly most ‘at risk’
of Peer Problems were from an unskilled family background (χ ² (6) = 17.46, p = .008, N =
745). Similarly, children from a professional or intermediate family background were
significantly less ‘at risk’ for Conduct Problems. Children from a skilled manual, semi-skilled
or unemployed background appeared to be at a significantly increased risk for Conduct
Problems (χ ² (6) = 15.15, p = .019, N = 745).
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Mothers’ Qualifications

Table 1D: 18 Mothers’ qualification level and percentage of children identified at
social/behavioural risk
Peer Problems

Conduct Problems

Mothers’
Qualification

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

None

20.8%

79.2%

13.2%

86.8%

16 vocational

19.4%

80.6%

13.9%

86.1%

16 academic

19.5%

80.5%

14.1%

85.9%

18 vocational

17.7%

82.3%

12.5%

87.5%

18 academic

18.3%

81.7%

18.3%

81.7%

Degree and above

12.3%

87.7%

7.8%

92.2%

Chi square

(χ ² (5) = 4.57, p = .471, N = 742)

(χ ² (5) = 5.83, p = .324, N = 742)

Children whose mothers had degree and above qualifications appeared to have a decreased
risk for Peer Problems and Conduct Problems, although the associations were nonsignificant (χ ² (5) = 4.57, p = .471, N = 742), (χ ² (5) = 5.83, p = .324, N = 742).
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Mothers’ Employment

Table 1D: 19 Mothers’ employment level and percentage of children identified at
social/behavioural risk
Peer Problems
Mothers’
Employment Status
Full time
Part time
Unemployed
Chi-square

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

14.4%
85.6%
18%
82%
19.6%
80.4%
(χ ² (2) = 2.48, p = .290, N = 738)

Conduct Problems
‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

12%
88%
10.2%
89.8%
14.9%
85.1%
(χ ² (2) = 2.59, p = .274, N = 738)

Children whose mothers were unemployed were more ‘at risk’ than other children on both
measures, however both associations were non-significant (χ ² (2) = 2.48, p = .290, N =
738), (χ ² (2) = 2.59, p = .274, N = 738).


Fathers’ Employment

Table 1D: 20 Fathers’ employment level and percentage of children identified at
social/behavioural risk
Peer Problems

Conduct Problems

Fathers’ Employment
Status

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

Full time

15.2%

84.8%

9.9%

90.1%

Self employed Full
time
Part time

17.9%

82.1%

8.4%

91.6%

23.5%

76.5%

29.4%

70.6%

Unemployed

24.7%

75.3%

21%

79%

Father not Resident

22.9%

77.1%

18.6%

81.4%

Chi-square

(χ ² (4) = 7.01, p = .135, N = 745)

(χ ² (4) = 17.62, p = .001, N = 745)

Children least ‘at risk’ for both Peer Problems and Conduct Problems have fathers who are
employed full time or are self-employed on a full time basis. The association was nonsignificant for Peer Problems (χ ² (4) = 7.01, p = .135, N = 745), however was significant for
Conduct Problems (χ ² (4) = 17.62, p = .001, N = 745).
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Family Size

Table 1D: 21 Family Size and percentage of children identified at social/behavioural
risk
Peer Problems

Conduct Problems

Number of siblings

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

0

16.5%

83.5%

16.5%

83.5%

1

19.3%

80.7%

13%

87%

2

15.5%

84.5%

10.2%

89.8%

3+

19.8%

80.2%

12.3%

87.7%

Chi-square

(χ ² (3) = 1.63, p = .652, N = 745)

(χ ² (3)= 2.80, p = .423, N = 745)

There appeared to be little difference between the percentages of children ‘at risk’ across the
varying categories for Peer Problems (χ ² (3) = 1.63, p = .652, N = 745). Children who did
not have any siblings were at a marginally increased risk for Conduct Problems, although the
association was non-significant (χ ² (3) = 2.80, p = .423, N = 745).


Lone Parent

Table 1D: 22 Lone Parent and percentage of children identified at social/behavioural
risk
Peer Problems

Conduct Problems

Family Type

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

Lone Parent

23.6%

76.4%

18.2%

81.8%

Two Parent

17.2%

82.8%

11.7%

88.3%

Chi-square

(χ ² (1) = 2.66, p = .103, N = 751)

(χ ² (1) = 3.57, p = .059, N = 751)

Children from lone parent families were more likely to be ‘at risk’ on both
social/behavioural measures compared with children from two parent families, however
these results were non-significant (χ ² (1) = 2.66, p = .103, N = 751), (χ ² (1) = 3.57, p =
.059, N = 751).
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Home Learning Environment

Table 1D: 23 Home Learning Environment and percentage of children identified at
social/behavioural risk
Peer Problems
Home Learning
Environment Score
0 – 13
14 – 19
20 – 24
25 – 32
33 – 46
Chi square

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

24.6%
75.4%
17.8%
82.2%
12.9%
87.1%
21.1%
78.9%
16.9%
83.1%
(χ ² (4) = 7.11, p = .130, N = 744)

Conduct Problems
‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

14.8%
85.2%
11.8%
88.2%
11.9%
88.1%
14.2%
85.8%
10.8%
89.2%
(χ ² (4)= 1.22, p = .874, N = 744)

Children from homes that scored lower on the home learning environment were more ‘at
risk’ for both Peer Problems and Conduct Problems. The associations were non-significant
(χ ² (4) = 7.11, p = .130, N = 744), (χ ² (4) = 1.22, p = .874, N = 744).


Peer Play away from home

Table 1D: 24 Peer play away from home and percentage of children identified at
social/behavioural risk
Peer Problems

Conduct Problems

Frequency of Play

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

never

22.6%

77.4%

12.1%

87.9%

1 – 2 days per week

14%

86%

10.9%

89.1%

3 – 4 days per week

13.4%

86.6%

12.6%

87.4%

5 – 7 days per week

21.2%

78.8%

19.2%

80.8%

Chi square

(χ ² (3) = 9.02, p = .029, N = 745)

(χ ² (3) = 4.83, p = .185, N = 745)

Children who either never played with friends away from home or who did so very often (5
to 7 days per week) were significantly more ‘at risk’ on Peer Problems (χ ² (3) = 9.02,
p = .029, N = 745). Children who played with friends 5 to 7 days per week were more ‘at
risk’ for Conduct Problems, although this association was non-significant (χ ² (3) = 4.83, p =
.185, N = 745).
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Peer Play at home

Table 1D: 25 Peer play at home and percentage of children identified at
social/behavioural risk
Peer Problems

Conduct Problems

Frequency of Play

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

never

22%

78%

14.4%

85.6%

1 – 2 days per week

14.4%

85.6%

12.9%

87.1%

3 – 4 days per week

11.3%

88.7%

12.3%

87.7%

5 – 7 days per week

20.1%

79.9%

10.3%

89.7%

Chi square

(χ ² (3) = 8.29, p = .040, N = 745)

(χ ² (3) = 1.58, p = .665, N = 745)

Children who did not have any peer play at home or who had a lot of such play were
significantly more ‘at risk’ for Peer Problems (χ ² (3) = 8.29, p = .040, N = 745). Children
who did not have any peer play at home were more ‘at risk’ on Conduct Problems, although
this result was non-significant (χ ² (3) = 1.58, p = .665, N = 745).
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Multiple Disadvantage

Table 1D: 26 Multiple Disadvantage and percentage of children identified at
social/behavioural risk
Peer Problems

Conduct Problems

Number of Factors

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

‘At Risk’

‘Not at Risk’

0

12.7%

87.3%

11.4%

88.6%

1–2

18.8%

81.2%

12.2%

87.8%

3–4

18.6%

81.4%

12.4%

87.6%

5+

39%

61%

24.4%

75.6%

Chi-square

(χ ² (3) = 16.54, p = .001, N = 751) (χ ² (3) = 5.52, p = .137, N = 751)

Children who experienced multiple disadvantage were significantly more ‘at risk’ for Peer
Problems (χ ² (3) = 16.54, p = .001, N = 751). A similar pattern was observed for Conduct
Problems, however the association was non-significant (χ ² (3) = 5.52, p = .137, N = 751).
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Section 2: Analysis of the distribution of ‘at risk’ children, at distinct
points in time, across different types of pre-school providers.
This section investigates the percentages of children ‘at risk’ for SEN by type of pre-school,
at different points in the children’s development; entry to pre-school (age 3-4), entry to
primary 1 (age 4+), end of primary 2 (age 6) and end of primary 3 (age 7). For analyses at
entry to pre-school (age 3 -4), the home group are excluded, as they did not join the study
until entry to primary 1 (age 4+), and only different types of pre-school centre will be
compared in relation to the distribution of children ‘at risk’. The home group will be
included for comparison from analyses beginning at the start of primary 1.

 Section 2A: Distribution of ‘at risk’ children at entry to pre-school
(age 3-4) across different types of pre-school providers.
Table 2A: 1 Distribution of ‘at risk’ children based on General Cognitive Ability, Peer
Sociability and Antisocial scores across different types of pre-school, at entry to preschool (age 3-4).
N and % ‘At Risk’ at entry to pre-school (age 3-4)
Pre-school Type

General Cognitive
Ability

Peer Sociability

Antisocial

Nursery Class/School

32 (17%)

39 (20.7%)

32 (17.2%)

Playgroup

21 (13.5%)

32 (21.6%)

17 (11.5%)

Private Day Nursery

10 (8.8%)

12 (11%)

40 (36.7%)

Reception Class

27 (26.5%)

8 (9.2%)

13 (15.1%)

Reception Group

24 (20.7%)

27 (25.5%)

26 (24.5%)

Total ‘at risk’

114 (16.9%)

118 (18.5%)

128 (20.2%)

Chi-square

(χ ² (4) = 14.45, p = (χ ² (4) = 14.06, p
.006, N = 675)
= .007, N = 638)
(percentages ‘at risk’ reported are % within type of provision)
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(χ ² (4) = 29.07, p
= .000, N = 635)

General Cognitive Ability at entry to pre-school
In total, on entry to pre-school, 16.9% (114 out of 675) of children were ‘at risk’ on General
Cognitive Ability. The largest percentage of children ‘at risk’, within pre-school type, was
observed for children entering reception classes, where approximately one quarter (26.5%)
appeared to be ‘at risk’ of SEN. One fifth (20.7%) of children who entered reception groups
were identified as being ‘at risk’ for SEN. By contrast a significantly smaller proportion of
children who entered private day nurseries (8.8%) appeared to be ‘at risk’. The association
between pre-school type and children’s ‘at risk’ status was significant (χ ² (4) = 14.45,
p = .006, N = 675).
Peer Sociability at entry to pre-school
In total, on entry to pre-school, 18.5% (118 out of 638) of children were ‘at risk’ on Peer
Sociability. Within pre-school type, a greater proportion of children who entered reception
groups (25.5%) were ‘at risk’ than any other type of provision. In contrast, a smaller
proportion of children who entered reception classes (9%) or private day nurseries (11%)
were ‘at risk’. The association between pre-school type and Peer Sociability was significant
(χ ² (4) = 14.06, p = .007, N = 638).
Antisocial at entry to pre-school
In total, on entry to pre-school, 20.2% (128 out of 635) of children were ‘at risk’ based on
Antisocial behaviour. Within pre-school type, over one third of children who entered
private day nurseries (36.7%) were ‘at risk’ on Antisocial, in contrast to 11.5% of children
who entered playgroups being ‘at risk’ on Antisocial. The association between pre-school
type and Antisocial was significant (χ ² (4) = 29.07, p = .000, N = 635).
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 Section 2B: Distribution of ‘at risk’ children at entry to primary 1
(age 4+) across different types of pre-school providers.
Table 2B:1 Distribution of ‘at risk’ children based on General Cognitive Ability,
Sociability and Antisocial/Worried scores across different types of pre-school, at
entry to primary school (age 4+)
N and % ‘At Risk’ at entry to primary 1 (age 4+)
Pre-school Type

General Cognitive
Ability

Sociability

Antisocial/
Worried

Nursery Class/School

17 (9.1%)

19 (12%)

30 (19%)

Playgroup

27 (17.2%)

16 (11.3%)

22 (15.5%)

Private Day Nursery

11 (9.5%)

13 (11.6%)

20 (17.9%)

Reception Class

28 (27.2%)

5 (5.7%)

16 (18.4%)

Reception Group

20 (17.2%)

8 (11%)

15 (20.5%)

Home Children

42 (28%)

35 (26.3%)

18 (13.5%)

Total ‘at risk’

145 (17.5%)

96 (13.6%)

121 (17.2%)

Chi-square

(χ ² (5) = 32.50, p = (χ ² (5) = 26.64, p
.000, N = 829)
= .000, N = 705)
(percentages ‘at risk’ reported are % within type of provision)

(χ ² (5) = 2.60, p =
.762, N = 705)

General Cognitive Ability at entry to primary 1
At entry to primary one, 17.5% (145 out of 829) of children were ‘at risk’ on General
Cognitive Ability. Within pre-school type, over one quarter of home children (28%) and
children who attended reception classes (27.2%) were ‘at risk’ at the start of primary 1. By
contrast, a smaller proportion of children who attended nursery classes/schools (9.1%),
private day nurseries (9.5%), reception groups (17.2%) or playgroups (17.2%) were ‘at risk’.
The association between pre-school type and General Cognitive Ability was significant
(χ ² (5) = 32.50, p = .000, N = 829).
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Sociability at entry to primary 1
In total 13.6% (96 out of 705) children were ‘at risk’ on Sociability at the beginning of
primary one. Within pre-school type, a significantly larger proportion of home children
(26.3%) were ‘at risk’ compared with any other type of pre-school provision. Smaller
proportions of children who attended reception classes (5.7%), reception groups (11%),
playgroups (11.3%), private day nurseries (11.6%) or nursery classes/schools (12%) were ‘at
risk’ at the start of primary 1. The association between pre-school type and Sociability was
significant (χ ² (5) = 26.64, p = .000, N = 705).
Antisocial/Worried at entry to primary 1
In total, 17.2% (121 out of 705) of children were ‘at risk’ on anti-social at the start of P1.
Interestingly, a smaller proportion of home children (13.5%) were ‘at risk’ compared with
any other type of pre-school provision. Similar proportions of children from each type of
pre-school (ranging 15.5% - 20.5%) were ‘at risk’ on Antisocial/worried. The association
between pre-school type and Antisocial/worried was non-significant (χ ² (5) = 2.60,
p = .762, N = 705).
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 Section 2C: Distribution of ‘at risk’ children at end of primary 2
(age 6) across different types of pre-school providers.
Table 2C:1 Distribution of ‘at risk’ children based on Literacy and Numeracy scores
across different types of pre-school, at end of primary 2 (age 6)
N and % ‘At Risk’ at end of primary 2 (age 6)
Pre-school Type

Literacy

Numeracy

Nursery Class/School

24 (12.8%)

18 (9.6%)

Playgroup

27 (17.2%)

16 (10.2%)

Private Day Nursery

13 (11.2%)

5 (4.3%)

Reception Class

24 (23.3%)

17 (16.5%)

Reception Group

23 (19.8%)

24 (20.7%)

Home Children

47 (31.3%)

37 (24.7%)

Total ‘at risk’

158 (19%)

117 (14.1%)

Chi-square

(χ ² (5) = 25.73, p = .000, N
(χ ² (5) = 32.82, p = .000, N =
= 830)
830)
(percentages ‘at risk’ reported are % within type of provision)
Literacy at the end of primary 2
In total, 19% (158 out of 830) of children were ‘at risk’ on Literacy at the end of P2. Nearly
one third of home children (31.3%) were ‘at risk’ on Literacy in contrast to smaller
proportions of children who were ‘at risk’, who attended private day nurseries (11.2%),
nursery classes/schools (12.8%), playgroups (17.2%), reception groups (19.8%) or reception
classes (23.3%). The association between pre-school type and Literacy was significant (χ ²
(5) = 25.73, p = .000, N = 830).
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Numeracy at the end of primary 2
14.1 % (117 out of 830) of children were ‘at risk’ on Numeracy at the end of primary 2.
Similar to the pattern of results observed for Literacy, a larger proportion of home children
(24.7%) were ‘at risk’ than children who attended any other type of pre-school. Children
who attended private day nurseries (4.3%), nursery classes/schools (9.6%), playgroups
(10.2%), reception classes (16.5%) or reception groups (20.7%) were less ‘at risk’ by
comparison. The association between pre-school type and Numeracy was significant (χ ²
(5) = 32.82, p = .000, N = 830).

 Section 2D: Distribution of ‘at risk’ children at end of primary 3
(age 7) across different types of pre-school providers.
Table 2D:1 Distribution of ‘at risk’ children based on Learning Difficulty,
Behavioural Disability, Conduct Problems and Peer Problems scores across different
types of pre-school, at the end of primary 3 (age 7)
N and % ‘At Risk’ at end of primary 3 (age 7)
Pre-school Type

Learning
Difficulty

Behavioural
Disability

Conduct
Problems

Peer Problems

Nursery Class/School

15 (8.7%)

7 (3.9%)

25 (14%)

25 (14%)

Playgroup

11 (8%)

6 (4.3%)

18 (12.5%)

21 (14.6%)

Private Day Nursery

6 (5.5%)

11 (9.8%)

16 (15.1%)

23 (21.7%)

Reception Class

4 (5.8%)

4 (4.9%)

8 (11.1%)

18 (25%)

Reception Group

10 (9.4%)

9 (8.2%)

12 (10.9%)

21 (19.1%)

Home Children

29 (22.3%)

7 (5%)

16 (11.4%)

28 (20%)

Total ‘at risk’

75 (10.4%)

44 (5.7%)

95 (12.6%)

136 (18.1%)

(χ ² (5) =
25.73, p = .000,
N = 724)

(χ ² (5) = 6.68, p
= .245, N = 767)

(χ ² (5) = 1.50, p
= .913, N = 751)

(χ ² (5) = 6.91, p =
.227, N = 751)

Chi-square

(percentages ‘at risk’ reported are % within type of provision)
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Learning Difficulty at the end of primary 3
In total 10.4% (75 out of 724) of children were ‘at risk’ on Learning Difficulty at the end of
primary 3. A significantly larger proportion of home children (22.3%) were ‘at risk’
compared with children from any other type of pre-school. Similar percentages within each
type of pre-school, ranging from 5.5% of children who attended private day nursery to 9.4%
of children who attended reception groups, were ‘at risk’ for Learning Difficulty at the end
of primary 3. The association between pre-school type and Learning Difficulty was
significant (χ ² (5) = 25.73, p = .000, N = 724).
Behavioural Disability at the end of primary 3
A very small proportion of children (5.7% or 44 out of 767) were ‘at risk’ on Behavioural
Disability. There was no significant association between pre-school type and Behavioural
Disability (χ ² (5) = 6.68, p = .245, N = 767). However, results showed that a higher
proportion of children who attended private day nursery (9.8%) or reception group (8.2%)
were ‘at risk’ compared with children who attended nursery classes/schools (3.9%),
playgroups (4.3%), reception classes (4.9%) or home children (5%).
Conduct Problems at the end of primary 3
In total, 12.6% (95 out of 751) of children were ‘at risk’ on Conduct Problems at the end of
primary 3. There appeared to be no significant association between pre-school type and
Conduct Problems (χ ² (5) = 1.50, p = .913, N = 751), with the proportion of children ‘at
risk’ within each type of pre-school ranging from 10.9% of children who attended reception
groups to 15.1% of children who attended private day nurseries.
Peer Problems at the end of primary 3
18.1% (136 out of 751) of children were ‘at risk’ on Peer Problems at the end of primary 3.
There was no significant association between pre-school type and Peer Problems (χ ² (5) =
6.91, p = .227, N = 751). However results indicate larger proportions of children who
attended reception classes (25%), private day nurseries (21.7%), no pre-school (20%) or
reception groups (19.1%) were ‘at risk’ compared with the proportion of children who
attended playgroups (14.6%) or nursery classes/schools (14%) identified as ‘at risk’.
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Section 3: Children’s transitions in ‘at risk’ status, based on cognitive
and social behavioural scores, across three time periods; during the preschool period, and from the start of pre-school to the end of primary 2/3.
An important aim of this paper is to investigate the extent of change in ‘at risk’ status as
children move from pre-school settings into primary school (age 4+), and also from preschool until the end of primary 2/3 (age 6/7). The amount of change and the extent to
which it is possible to describe the characteristics of children most likely to show persistent
‘at risk’ status for either cognitive or social behavioural development has implications for
early identification and intervention of SEN. This section includes data for pre-school
children only as data for the home group is not available from the beginning of pre-school.

 Section 3A: Child, Parental, Family and Home Characteristics of
children in relation to their transitions in ‘at risk’ status on GCA,
Peer Sociability and Antisocial.
The characteristics of children in relation to their ‘at risk’ status across the three different
points in time (start of pre-school to start of P1; start of pre-school to end of P2/3) were
investigated to see whether children with a particular background are more likely to always
or never be ‘at risk’, or decrease or increase their risk. Only significant findings are
discussed. (See appendix 1A, 1B and 1C for presentation of results)
Child Variables
Prematurity
A significantly higher proportion of full-term children were never ‘at risk’ on General
Cognitive Ability at pre-school and the end of primary 2, (χ ² (3) = 9.087, p = .028, N =
668), compared with children who were premature.
Parental Variables
Socio-Economic Status
At both entry to pre-school and entry to primary 1, children from an unskilled background
were significantly more likely to ‘always’ be ‘at risk’ in terms of their General Cognitive
Ability, compared with children from other socio-economic backgrounds. Children from
professional and intermediate backgrounds were significantly less likely to ‘always’ be ‘at risk’
on General Cognitive Ability (χ ² (18) = 70.90, p = .000, N = 668). This pattern was also
true for children’s ‘at risk’ status on General Cognitive Ability at pre-school and the end of
primary 2 (χ ² (18) = 60.074, p = .000, N = 669).
Results for socio-economic status also show that children from higher socio-economic
groups were significantly more likely to ‘never’ be ‘at risk’ at entry to pre-school or end of
primary 3 on Antisocial compared with other children from less advantaged backgrounds (χ
² (18) = 42.46, p = .001, N = 575). Additionally, children from semi-skilled and unskilled
backgrounds appeared to be more likely to ‘move into at risk’ status than ‘move out’ of ‘at
risk’ status on Antisocial by the end of primary 3.
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Mothers’ Qualifications
At entry to pre-school and entry to primary 1, children whose mothers did not have any
qualifications were significantly more likely to ‘always’ be ‘at risk’ on General Cognitive
Ability compared with other children (χ ² (15) = 66.31, p = .000, N = 667). Additionally, a
greater percentage of children whose mothers did not have any qualifications ‘moved into at
risk’ status across the pre-school period than ‘moved out’ of ‘at risk’ status. By the end of
primary 2, a significantly higher percentage of children were still more likely to ‘always’ be ‘at
risk’ on General Cognitive Ability if their mothers did not have any qualifications. Children
whose mothers were educated to degree level or above were significantly more likely to be
‘never at risk’ on General Cognitive Ability at each time point, (χ ² (15) = 63.136, p = .000,
N = 668).
Mothers’ Employment
At entry to pre-school and entry to primary 1, children whose mothers were unemployed
were significantly more likely to ‘always’ be ‘at risk’ on General Cognitive Ability, (χ ² (6) =
31.88, p = .000, N = 661). Children whose mothers were unemployed were also more likely
to ‘move into at risk’ status at the start of primary 1, compared with children from other
groups. At pre-school and at the end of primary 2, a significantly greater proportion of
children whose mothers were unemployed remained, ‘always at risk’ on General Cognitive
Ability. Children whose mothers were employed full time were significantly more likely to be
‘never at risk’ on General Cognitive Ability across both time periods (χ ² (6) = 31.88, p =
.000, N = 661), (χ ² (6) = 27.404, p = .000, N = 662).
Fathers’ Employment
Children whose fathers were unemployed were significantly more likely to be ‘always at risk’
at entry to pre-school and entry to primary 1 and were most likely to ‘move into at risk’
status on General Cognitive Ability by entry to primary 1, (χ ² (12) = 35.11, p = .000, N =
668). Children whose fathers were employed full time or were self employed full time were
significantly less likely to ‘always’ be ‘at risk’ on General Cognitive Ability at entry to preschool and at the end of primary 2 (χ ² (12) = 33.680, p = .001, N = 669).
Children whose fathers were employed part time were significantly more likely to be ‘always
at risk’ at entry to pre-school and entry to primary 1 and were most likely to ‘move into at
risk’ and were least likely to ‘move out’ of ‘at risk’ status on Antisocial by entry to primary 1,
compared with other groups (χ ² (12) = 21.71, p = .041, N = 525). Additionally, greater
percentages of children whose fathers were employed part time or were unemployed ‘moved
into at risk’ status than ‘moved out’ of ‘at risk’ status on Antisocial across the pre-school
period. Children whose fathers were not resident were significantly more likely to ‘always’
be ‘at risk’ on Antisocial at entry to pre-school and end of primary 3 (χ ² (12) = 39.45, p =
.000, N = 575). Children whose fathers were unemployed were most likely to ‘move into at
risk’ status on Antisocial by the end of primary 3 compared with other groups. Children
whose fathers were either unemployed, employed part time or were not resident were more
likely to ‘move into at risk’ status than ‘move out’ of ‘at risk’ status on Antisocial by the end
of primary 3 compared with other groups.
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Family Variables
Family Size
Children who had 3 or more siblings were significantly more likely to ‘always’ be ‘at risk’ on
General Cognitive Ability at entry to pre-school and entry to primary 1, and were more likely
to ‘move into at risk’ status by entry to primary 1, compared with children with fewer
siblings (χ ² (9) = 29.43, p = .001, N = 668). However, more children with 3 or more
siblings, ‘moved out’ of ‘at risk’ status than ‘moved into at risk’ status by entry to primary 1.
Children with 3 or more siblings were also significantly more likely to ‘always’ be ‘at risk’ on
General Cognitive Ability at entry to pre-school and at the end of primary 2 (χ ² (9) = 29.43,
p = .001, N = 668), (χ ² (9) = 17.034, p = .048, N = 669).
Lone Parent
Children from lone parent families were significantly more likely to ‘always’ be ‘at risk’ at
entry to pre-school and entry to primary 1 on General Cognitive Ability compared with
children from two-parent families (χ ² (3) = 11.79, p = .008, N= 674). These results were
mirrored in the pre-school to end of primary 2 transition for General Cognitive Ability, (χ ²
(3) = 14.141, p = .003, N = 675).
Home Variables
Home Learning Environment
Children from homes that scored lower on the home learning environment were
significantly more likely to ‘always’ be ‘at risk’ on General Cognitive Ability at entry to preschool and entry to primary school (χ ² (12) = 44.56, p = .000, N = 667). Children from
homes that scored lower on the home learning environment were also more likely to ‘move
into at risk’ status by entry to primary 1 than children from homes that scored higher on the
home learning index. Children from homes that scored very low (0-13) on the home
learning environment were also significantly more likely to ‘always’ be ‘at risk’ on General
Cognitive Ability at entry to pre-school and at the end of primary 2, (χ ² (12) = 38.522, p =
.000, N = 668).
Peer play at home
A significantly greater proportion of children who never played with friends at home were
more likely to ‘always’ be ‘at risk’ on General Cognitive Ability at entry to pre-school and
end of primary 2.
Multiple Disadvantage and children’s movement in and out of risk on GCA, Peer
Sociability and Antisocial
The characteristics of children who moved in and out of ‘at risk’ status for General
Cognitive Ability, Peer Sociability and Antisocial measures in terms of multiple disadvantage,
across the three time points, are also explored. This shows whether or not children who
experienced more disadvantage were most likely to remain ‘at risk’.
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Table 3A:1 Multiple disadvantage and changes in young children’s ‘at risk’ status on
GCA over the pre-school period and from start of pre-school to the end of P2.
Multiple disadvantage no.
of indicators/Transition

Classification ‘at risk’
Always
Into
‘at risk’
‘at risk’

Out of
‘at risk’

198 (92.5%)

3 (1.4%)

6 (2.8%)

7 (3.3%)

239 (75.4%)

28 (8.8%)

21 (6.6%)

29 (9.2%)

65 (56.5%)

20 (17.4%)

14 (12.2%)

16 (13.9%)

14 (50%)
7 (25%)
3 (10.7%)
(χ ² (9) = 71.05, p = .000, N = 674)

4 (14.3%)

176 (82.2%)

3 (1.4%)

28 (13.1%)

7 (3.3%)

225 (70.8%)

25 (7.9%)

36 (11.3%)

32 (10.1%)

57 (49.6%)

23 (20%)

22 (19.1%)

13 (11.3%)

Never
‘at risk’

Pre-school to P1
0 indicators
( n =214 )
1-2 indicators
( n =317 )
3-4 indicators
( n =115 )
5+ indicators
( n =28)
Chi-square
Pre-school to End of P2
0 indicators
( n =214 )
1-2 indicators
( n =318 )
3-4 indicators
( n =115 )
5+ indicators
( n = 28)
Chi-square

10 (35.7%)
4 (14.3%)
7 (25%)
(χ ² (9) = 73.10, p = .000, N = 675)

7 (25%)

Pre-school to Beginning of Primary 1
During the pre-school period, significantly higher percentages of children were ‘always at
risk’ or ‘moved into risk’, based on General Cognitive Ability, who experienced 3-4 or more
than 5 indicators of disadvantage, compared with children who experienced fewer indicators
of disadvantage (χ ² (9) = 71.05, p = .000, N = 674). Over all categories of disadvantage,
higher percentages of children appeared to ‘move out’ of ‘at risk’ status for SEN across the
pre-school period, compared to the percentage of children who ‘moved into at risk’ status.
Pre-school to End of Primary 2
As in the first transition period analysed, children who experienced a lesser amount of
disadvantaging factors were significantly more likely to never be ‘at risk’ at entry to preschool and at the end of primary 2 (χ ² (9) = 73.10, p = .000, N = 675).
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Table 3A: 2 Multiple disadvantage and changes in young children’s ‘at risk’ status on
Peer Sociability over the pre-school period and from start of pre-school to the end of
P3.
Multiple disadvantage no.
of indicators/Transition

Classification ‘at risk’
Always
Into
‘at risk’
‘at risk’

Never
‘at risk’

Out of
‘at risk’

Pre-school to P1
0 indicators
( n = 171)
1-2 indicators
( n =250 )
3-4 indicators
( n =90 )
5+ indicators
( n =20)
Chi-square

139 (81.2%)

2 (1.2%)

14 (8.2%)

16 (9.4%)

186 (74.4%)

10 (4%)

14 (5.6%)

40 (16%)

57 (63.3%)

4 (4.4%)

9 (10%)

20 (22.2%)

13 (65%)
2 (10%)
3 (15%)
(χ ² (9) = 19.37, p = .022, N = 531)

2 (10%)

Pre-school to End of P3
0 indicators
( n = 190)
1-2 indicators
( n =277 )
3-4 indicators
( n = 92)
5+ indicators
( n =23 )
Chi-square

149 (78.4%)

5 (2.6%)

18 (9.5%)

18 (9.5%)

184 (66.4%)

14 (5.1%)

38 (13.7%)

41 (14.8%)

55 (59.8%)

7 (7.6%)

10 (10.9%)

20 (21.7%)

10 (43.5%)
2 (8.7%)
8 (34.8%)
(χ ² (9) = 27.82, p = .001, N = 582)

3 (13%)

Pre-school to Beginning of Primary 1
During the pre-school period, significantly higher percentages of children were ‘always at
risk’ or ‘moved into risk’, based on Peer Sociability, who experienced, in particular, 5 or
more indicators of disadvantage, compared with children who experienced fewer indicators
of disadvantage (χ ² (9) = 19.37, p = .022, N = 531). For all categories of disadvantage,
except 5 or more indicators, higher percentages of children appeared to ‘move out’ of ‘at
risk’ status across the pre-school period than the percentages of children who ‘moved into at
risk’ status for SEN. In the case for children who experienced 5 or more indicators of
disadvantage, more of these children ‘moved into at risk’ status than ‘moved out’ of risk for
SEN across the pre-school period.
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Pre-school to End of Primary 3
Similar to the pattern observed across the pre-school period, significantly higher percentages
of children who experienced 5 or more indicators of disadvantage were ‘always at risk’ or
‘moved into’ the ‘at risk’ category by the end of primary 3 (χ ² (9) = 27.82, p = .001, N =
582). For children who experienced 5 or more indicators of disadvantage, a substantially
greater percentage of these children ‘moved into at risk’ status on Peer Sociability compared
with the percentage of children who ‘moved out’ of ‘at risk’ status from pre-school to the
end of primary 3.
Table 3A: 3 Multiple disadvantage and changes in young children’s ‘at risk’ status on
Antisocial over the pre-school period and from start of pre-school to the end of P3.
Multiple disadvantage no.
of indicators/Transition

Classification ‘at risk’
Always
Into
‘at risk’
‘at risk’

Never
‘at risk’

Out of
‘at risk’

Pre-school to P1
0 indicators
( n =170 )
1-2 indicators
( n =249)
3-4 indicators
( n =90 )
5+ indicators
( n =20)
Chi-square

118 (69.4%)

10 (5.9%)

14 (8.2%)

28 (16.5%)

168 (67.5%)

15 (6%)

30 (12%)

36 (14.5%)

65 (72.2%)

3 (3.3%)

8 (8.9%)

14 (15.6%)

11 (55%)
4 (20%)
5 (25%)
(χ ² (9) = 17.11, p = .047, N = 529)

0

Pre-school to End of P3
0 indicators
( n =188 )
1-2 indicators
( n = 276)
3-4 indicators
( n =92 )
5+ indicators
( n =23 )
Chi-square

137 (72.9%)

10 (5.3%)

9 (4.8%)

32 (17%)

198 (71.7%)

13 (4.7%)

20 (7.3%)

45 (16.3%)

64 (69.6%)

4 (4.3%)

10 (10.9%)

14 (15.2%)

13 (56.5%)
1 (4.3%)
7 (30.4%)
(χ ² (9) = 20.07, p = .017, N = 579)

2 (8.7%)

Pre-school to Beginning of P1
During the pre-school period, a significantly higher percentage of children who experienced
5 or more indicators of disadvantage were ‘always at risk’ based on Antisocial, compared
with children who experienced fewer indicators of disadvantage (χ ² (9 = 17.11, p = .047, N
= 529). Higher percentages of children appeared to ‘move out’ of ‘at risk’ status compared
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with the percentages of children who ‘moved into at risk’ status across the pre-school
period, with the exception of children who had 5 or more disadvantaging factors. None of
these children appeared to ‘move out’ of ‘at risk’ by the beginning of primary 1.
Pre-school to End of Primary 3
Although a smaller percentage of children who experienced 5 or more indicators of
disadvantage appear to be ‘always at risk’ compared with children who had fewer indicators
of disadvantage, a significantly higher percentage of children with 5 or more indicators had
‘moved into at risk’ status by the end of primary 3 (χ ² (9) = 20.07, p = .017, N = 579).
Also, a smaller percentage of children who experienced 5 or more indicators ‘moved out’ of
‘at risk’ status compared with the percentages of children ‘moving out’ of ‘at risk’ who had
fewer indicators of disadvantage.

Section 4: Pre-school type and children’s transitions in ‘at risk’ status on
GCA, Peer Sociability and Antisocial, across three time periods (start of
pre-school to start of primary 1/end of primary 2/3)
This section investigates the changes in children’s ‘at risk’ status for SEN by type of preschool, across three time periods in the children’s development; from entry to pre-school
(age 3-4) to entry to primary 1 (age 4+ years), and from entry to pre-school (age 3-4) to the
end of primary 2/3 (age 6/7 years). These analyses include data for pre-school children only
(home group excluded).
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 Section 4A: Pre-school type and children’s movement in and out of
risk on GCA, across two time periods.
Table 4A: 1 Pre-school type and changes in young children’s ‘at risk’ status on GCA
over the pre-school period and from the start of pre-school to the end of P2.
Classification ‘at risk’
Pre-school type/Transition

Never
‘at risk’

Always
‘at risk’

Into
‘at risk’

Out of
‘at risk’

150 (80.2%)

12 (6.4%)

5 (2.7%)

20 (10.7%)

119 (76.8%)

12 (7.7%)

15 (9.7%)

9 (5.8%)

98 (86%)

5 (4.4%)

6 (5.3%)

5 (4.3%)

65 (63.7%)

17 (16.7%)

10 (9.8%)

10 (9.8%)

84 (72.4%)
12 (10.3%)
8 (6.9%)
(χ ² (12) = 29.75, p = .003, N = 674)

12 (10.4%)

136 (72.3%)

12 (6.4%)

20 (10.6%)

20 (10.6%)

109 (70.3%)

9 (5.8%)

25 (16.1%)

12 (7.7%)

92 (80.7%)

3 (2.6%)

12 (10.5%)

7 (6.1%)

62 (60.8%)

18 (17.6%)

13 (12.7%)

9 (8.8%)

69 (59.5%)
13 (11.2%)
23 (19.8%)
(χ ² (12) = 31.647, p = .002, N = 675)

11 (9.5%)

Pre-school to P1
Nursery Class/School
( n = 187)
Playgroup
( n =155 )
Private Day Nursery
( n = 114)
Reception Class
( n =102 )
Reception Group
( n =116 )
Chi-square
Pre-school to End of P2
Nursery Class/School
( n =188 )
Playgroup
( n =155 )
Private Day Nursery
(n =114 )
Reception Class
( n =102 )
Reception Group
( n =116 )
Chi-square

Pre-school to Beginning of P1
Significantly higher numbers of children who attended reception classes or reception groups
appeared to be ‘always at risk’, based on General Cognitive Ability, at entry to pre-school
and entry to primary 1, compared with children who attended any other type of pre-school
provision (χ ² (12) = 29.75, p = .003, N = 674). Higher percentages of children ‘moved out’
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of ‘at risk’ status than ‘moved into at risk’ status across the pre-school period who attended
nursery classes/schools or reception groups. Lower percentages of children ‘moved out’ of
‘at risk’ status than ‘moved into at risk’ status, across the pre-school period, who attended
playgroups or private day nurseries.
Pre-school to End of Primary 2
Significantly higher numbers of children who attended reception classes or reception groups
appeared to be ‘always at risk’, based on General Cognitive Ability, at entry to pre-school
and at the end of primary 2, compared with children who attended any other type of preschool provision (χ ² (12) = 31.647, p = .002, N = 675).
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Section 4B: Pre-school type and children’s movement in and out of risk
on Peer Sociability, across two time periods.
Table 4B: 1 Pre-school type and changes in young children’s ‘at risk’ status on Peer
Sociability over the pre-school period and from start of pre-school to the end of P3.
Classification ‘at risk’
Pre-school type/Transition

Never
‘at risk’

Always
‘at risk’

Into
‘at risk’

Out of
‘at risk’

114 (72.2%)

6 (3.8%)

13 (8.2%)

25 (15.8%)

95 (70.9%)

5 (3.7%)

9 (6.7%)

25 (18.7%)

82 (78.1%)

2 (1.9%)

11 (10.5%)

10 (9.5%)

62 (87.3%)

2 (2.8%)

2 (2.8%)

5 (7.1%)

Pre-school to P1
Nursery Class/School
( n = 158)
Playgroup
( n = 134 )
Private Day Nursery
(n = 105)
Reception Class
( n =71 )
Reception Group
( n =63 )
Chi-square

42 (66.7%)
3 (4.8%)
5 (7.9%)
(χ ² (12) = 15.21, p = .230, N = 531)

13 (20.6%)

125 (69.8%)

8 (4.5%)

17 (9.5%)

29 (16.2%)

94 (68.6%)

7 (5.1%)

14 (10.2%)

22 (16.1%)

73 (70.9%)

5 (4.9%)

18 (17.5%)

7 (6.7%)

44 (69.8%)

1 (1.6%)

13 (20.7%)

5 (7.9%)

Pre-school to End of P3
Nursery Class/School
( n = 179)
Playgroup
( n =137 )
Private Day Nursery
(n =103 )
Reception Class
( n =63 )
Reception Group
( n =100 )
Chi-square

62 (62%)
7 (7%)
12 (12%)
(χ ² (12) = 18.54, p = .100, N = 582)

19 (19%)

Pre-school to Beginning of Primary 1
A higher percentage of children who attended reception groups appeared to be always, at
risk’ on Peer Sociability compared with children who attended any other type of pre-school
provision. The highest percentage of children who ‘moved into at risk’ status attended
private day nurseries. The highest percentages of children who ‘moved out’ of ‘at risk’ status
attended reception groups, playgroups or nursery classes/schools. However, there was no
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significant association between children’s ‘at risk’ status on Peer Sociability and pre-school
type (χ ² (12) = 15.21, p = .230, N = 531).
Pre-school to End of Primary 3
The highest percentage of children who were ‘always at risk’ based on Peer Sociability,
attended reception groups. Higher percentages of children who attended reception classes
or private day nurseries ‘moved into at risk’ status by the end of primary 3, compared with
children who attended any other type of provision. Additionally, higher percentages of
children who attended private day nurseries or reception classes ‘moved into at risk’ status
than ‘moved out’ of ‘at risk’ status by the end of primary 3. The highest percentages of
children who ‘moved out’ of ‘at risk’ status attended reception groups, nursery
classes/schools or playgroups. However, there was no significant association between
children’s ‘at risk’ status on Peer Sociability and pre-school type (χ ² (12) = 18.54, p = .100,
N = 582).
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Section 4C: Pre-school type and children’s movement in and out of risk
on Antisocial, across two time periods.
Table 4C: 1 Pre-school type and changes in young children’s ‘at risk’ status on
Antisocial over the pre-school period and from start of pre-school to the end of P3.
Classification ‘at risk’
Pre-school type/Transition

Never
‘at risk’

Always
‘at risk’

Into
‘at risk’

Out of
‘at risk’

109 (69.4%)

8 (5.1%)

22 (14%)

18 (11.5%)

103 (76.9%)

6 (4.5%)

14 (10.4%)

11 (8.2%)

58 (55.2%)

10 (9.5%)

8 (7.6%)

29 (27.7%)

51 (72.9%)

2 (2.9%)

7 (10%)

10 (14.2%)

41 (65.1%)
6 (9.5%)
6 (9.5%)
(χ ² (12) = 29.24, p = .004, N = 529)

10 (15.9%)

127 (71.8%)

6 (3.4%)

18 (10.2%)

26 (14.6%)

108 (78.8%)

4 (2.9%)

13 (9.5%)

12 (8.8%)

58 (56.3%)

10 (9.7%)

6 (5.8%)

29 (28.2%)

48 (77.4%)

2 (3.2%)

4 (6.5%)

8 (12.9%)

Pre-school to P1
Nursery Class/School
( n =157 )
Playgroup
( n = 134)
Private Day Nursery
( n = 105)
Reception Class
( n = 70)
Reception Group
( n =63 )
Chi-square
Pre-school to End of P3
Nursery Class/School
( n =177 )
Playgroup
( n =137 )
Private Day Nursery
(n =103 )
Reception Class
( n =62 )
Reception Group
( n = 100)
Chi-square

71 (71%)
6 (6%)
5 (5%)
(χ ² (12) = 30.27, p = .003, N = 579)

18 (18%)

Pre-school to Beginning of Primary 1
The highest percentages of children ‘always at risk’ on Antisocial attended private day
nurseries or reception groups. However, higher percentages of children who attended
private day nurseries, reception classes or reception groups ‘moved out’ of ‘at risk’ status
than ‘moved into at risk’ status by the start of primary 1. The highest percentage of children
who ‘moved into at risk’ status attended nursery classes/schools. Moreover, higher
percentages of children who attended nursery classes/schools or playgroups ‘moved into at
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risk’ status than ‘moved out’ of ‘at risk’ status by the start of primary 1. The association
between children’s ‘at risk’ status on Antisocial and pre-school type was significant (χ ² (12)
= 29.24, p = .004, N = 529).
Pre-school to End of Primary 3
The highest percentage of children ‘always at risk’ on Antisocial attended private day
nurseries. The highest percentage of children who ‘moved into at risk’ on Antisocial
attended nursery classes/schools. However, higher percentages of children who attended
nursery classes/schools, private day nurseries, reception classes or reception groups ‘moved
out’ of ‘at risk’ status than ‘moved into at risk’ status by the end of primary 3. The
association between children’s ‘at risk’ status on Antisocial and pre-school type was
significant (χ ² (12) = 30.27, p = .003, N = 579).
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Summary
A number of findings relevant to understanding SEN in young children aged 3-7 years have
been identified. In particular, a method of defining children who may be most 'at risk' of
SEN is reported and the characteristics (child, parent, family, home and pre-school
attendance) of 'at risk’ children described at four distinct time points, and across three time
periods. Significant differences in the distribution of 'at risk' children across different types
of pre-school settings were identified.

 Significant variables affecting children’s cognitive and
social/behavioural ‘at risk’ status at distinct time points (age 3-4,
age 4+, age 6 and age 7 years).
Significant variables affecting children’s cognitive and social/behavioural ‘at risk’
status at entry to pre-school (age 3-4 years).
Time spent in target pre-school
Results indicated that the less time spent in the target pre-school prior to childcare workers’
assessments, the less Peer Sociability exhibited by the child at entry to pre-school. In
contrast, less time spent in the target pre-school was also weakly related to reduced
Antisocial behaviours. This may be partly due to children exhibiting behavioural problems
being entered into pre-school earlier, or alternatively this may reflect their reaction to early
entry to pre-school.
Socio- Economic Status Variables
Socio Economic Status
As socio-economic status decreased, the general pattern of results shows that the number of
children ‘at risk’ on cognitive ability significantly increased, with the exception of children
from an unemployed group. Previous findings from the EPPNI study indicate that the
quality of the home learning environment may mediate the effects of socio-economic status,
in that, parents from a lower socio-economic background may be providing a very rich
home learning environment resulting in the child’s increased cognitive ability.
Parental Variables
Mothers’ Qualifications
As the level of mothers’ qualifications increased, the percentage of children ‘at risk’ on
General Cognitive Ability consistently decreased. For Peer Sociability, children whose
mothers had degree and above qualifications were significantly less likely to be ‘at risk’,
followed closely by children whose mothers have 18 vocational qualifications.
Mothers’ Employment
The largest percentage of children ‘at risk’ on General Cognitive Ability had mothers who
were unemployed, and the smallest percentage of children ‘at risk’ had mothers who were
employed full time.
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Fathers’ Employment
A significantly smaller percentage of children were ‘at risk’ on cognitive ability where their
fathers were employed full time or were self-employed full time. The largest proportion of
children ‘at risk’ had fathers who worked part time.
Family Variables
Family Size
Children from larger families (3 or more siblings) were proportionately more ‘at risk’ on
cognitive ability than children from smaller families.
Lone Parent
A higher percentage of children from lone parent families were ‘at risk’ on cognitive ability
compared with children from two-parent families.
Home Variables
Home Learning Environment
Generally, as the quality of the home learning environment increased, the percentage of
children ‘at risk’ on cognitive ability significantly decreased.
Peer Play away from home
A greater percentage of children were ‘at risk’ on cognitive ability when they either never
played away from home with friends or if they did so very often (5 to 7 days per week).
Peer Play at home
A greater percentage of children were ‘at risk’ on cognitive ability and Peer Sociability when
they either never played with peers at home with friends or if they did so very often (5 to 7
days per week).
Multiple Disadvantage
Multiple disadvantage showed a strong link with cognitive ‘at risk’ classification for preschool children. The pattern of results showed clearly that the percentage of children ‘at
risk’ increased significantly as the number of factors experienced that are associated with
disadvantage increased. Results indicated that children ‘at risk’ in terms of Peer Sociability
were significantly more likely than others to be affected by multiple disadvantage.
Significant variables affecting children’s cognitive and social/behavioural ‘at risk’
status at entry to primary 1 (age 4+ years)
Child Variables
Gender
A significantly greater percentage of boys were ‘at risk’ on Antisocial/worried compared
with girls.
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Socio-Economic Status Variables
Socio-Economic Status
The general pattern of results indicates that as socio-economic status decreased, the
percentage of children ‘at risk’ on cognitive ability increased, with the exception of children
from an unemployed background. Additionally, as socio-economic status increased, the
percentage of children ‘at risk’ on Sociability decreased significantly, with the exception of
children from a skilled manual background.
Parental Variables
Mothers’ Qualifications
As the level of mothers’ qualifications increased, the percentage of children ‘at risk’ on
cognitive ability significantly decreased.
Mothers’ Employment
The largest percentage of children ‘at risk’ on cognitive ability had mothers who were
unemployed. Mothers who worked full time were least likely to have children who were ‘at
risk’ on cognitive ability.
Fathers’ Employment
Children whose fathers were either employed full time or were self-employed on a full time
basis were least represented in the cognitive ‘at risk’ category. The largest percentage of
children ‘at risk’ on cognitive ability had fathers who were unemployed. Almost half of all
children whose fathers worked part time were ‘at risk’ on Antisocial/worried.
Family Variables
Family Size
Children from larger families (3 or more siblings) were significantly more ‘at risk’ on
cognitive ability.
Lone Parent
A higher percentage of children were ‘at risk’ on cognitive ability and Sociability from lone
parent families compared with two-parent families.
Home Variables
Home Learning Environment
Generally as the quality of the home learning environment increased, the percentage of
children ‘at risk’ on cognitive ability significantly decreased. For Sociability, the highest
percentages of children ‘at risk’ were from homes that scored very low (0-13) or low (14-19)
on their quality of home learning environment. By contrast, fewer children were ‘at risk’
from homes that scored higher on the home learning environment (score of 20-24 and
above).
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Multiple Disadvantage
Multiple Disadvantage
The results show that the percentage of children ‘at risk’ on cognitive ability increased as the
number of factors experienced that are associated with disadvantage increased. Additionally,
results indicated that children ‘at risk’ in terms of Sociability were significantly more likely
than others to be affected by multiple disadvantage.
Significant variables affecting children’s cognitive ‘at risk’ status at end of primary 2
(age 6 years)
Socio-Economic Status Variables
Socio-Economic Status
Generally, the percentage of children ‘at risk’ in each socio-economic group decreased for
both Literacy and Numeracy, as parental socio-economic status increased. One marked
exception was observed for Literacy where children from an unskilled background appeared
to be less ‘at risk’.
Parental Variables
Mothers’ Qualifications
Generally as mothers’ qualifications increased, the percentage of children ‘at risk’ decreased
for both Literacy and Numeracy.
Mother’s Employment
For Literacy and Numeracy, the greatest percentage of children ‘at risk’ had mothers who
were unemployed. The lowest percentage of children ‘at risk’ on Literacy and Numeracy had
mothers who were employed full time.
Fathers Employment
For Literacy, a significantly smaller percentage of children, whose fathers were employed full
time, were ‘at risk’. A significantly larger percentage of children ‘at risk’ had fathers who
were employed part time. For Numeracy, significantly smaller percentages of children ‘at
risk’ had fathers who were either employed full time or self-employed full time. Significantly
larger percentages of children were observed to be ‘at risk’ where their fathers were
employed part time, were unemployed or were not resident with the family.
Family Variables
Lone Parent
For Numeracy, significantly more children from a lone parent family were ‘at risk’ compared
with a two-parent family.
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Home Variables
Home Learning Environment
In general, children from homes that scored higher on the home learning index were
significantly less likely to be ‘at risk’ on Literacy and Numeracy.
Multiple Disadvantage
Multiple Disadvantage
For Literacy and Numeracy, a clear pattern emerged whereby children who experienced
multiple disadvantage were at a significantly increased risk for special educational needs.
Significant variables affecting children’s Learning Difficulty, Behavioural Disability
and Social/Behavioural ‘at risk’ status at end of primary 3 (age 7 years)
Child Variables
Gender
Significantly more boys than girls were ‘at risk’ on Learning Difficulty and Behavioural
Disability. Boys were also significantly more ‘at risk’ than girls for Conduct Problems.
Prematurity
More children who were born premature were ‘at risk’ for Learning Difficulty and
Behavioural Disability compared with non-premature children.
Socio-Economic Status Variables
Socio-Economic Status
Children from a professional background were at a significantly lower risk for Learning
Difficulty. By contrast, children from an unemployed background were at a significantly
increased risk for Learning Difficulty. Children from a professional background were least
‘at risk’ on Peer Problems. Children significantly more ‘at risk’ of Peer Problems were from
an unskilled family background. Children from a skilled manual, semi-skilled or unemployed
background appeared to be at a significantly increased risk for Conduct Problems. Children
from a professional or intermediate family background were significantly less ‘at risk’ for
Conduct Problems.
Parental Variables
Mothers’ qualifications
For Learning Difficulty, children whose mothers had degree and above qualifications were
significantly less ‘at risk’ than other children, whereas children whose mothers did not have
any qualifications appeared to be most ‘at risk’.
Mothers’ Employment
For Learning Difficulty, children whose mothers were unemployed were significantly at
most risk compared with other children.
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Fathers’ Employment
Children least ‘at risk’ for Conduct Problems had fathers who were employed full time or
were self-employed full time. Children most ‘at risk’ on Conduct Problems had fathers who
were employed part time.
Home Variables
Peer Play away from home
Children who either never played away from home or who did so very often (5 to 7 days per
week) were significantly more ‘at risk’ on Peer Problems.
Peer Play at home
Children who did not have any peer play at home or who had a lot of such play (5 to 7 days
per week) were significantly more ‘at risk’ for Peer Problems.
Home Learning Environment
Children from homes that scored lower on the home learning environment were
significantly more likely to be ‘at risk’ for Learning Difficulty, than children from homes that
had a higher quality learning environment.
Multiple Disadvantage
Multiple Disadvantage
Children who had experienced multiple disadvantage were significantly more ‘at risk’ for
Learning Difficulty and Peer Problems.

 Pre-school characteristics, which show an association with young
children’s cognitive or social/behavioural ‘at risk’ status at distinct
points in time; pre-school (age 3-4), entry to primary 1 (age 4+),
end of primary 2 (age 6) and end of primary 3 (age 7).
Distribution of ‘at risk’ children on cognitive and social/behavioural outcomes at
entry to pre-school (age 3-4) across different types of pre-school providers.
General Cognitive Ability at entry to pre-school
The largest percentage of children ‘at risk’, within pre-school type, was observed for children
entering reception classes, where approximately one quarter (26.5%) appeared to be ‘at risk’
of SEN. One fifth (20.7%) of children who entered reception groups were identified as
being ‘at risk’ for SEN. By contrast a significantly smaller proportion of children who
entered private day nurseries (8.8%) appeared to be ‘at risk’.
Peer Sociability at entry to pre-school
A greater proportion of children who entered reception groups (25.5%) were ‘at risk’ than
any other type of provision. In contrast, a smaller proportion of children who entered
reception classes (9%) or private day nurseries (11%) were ‘at risk’.

110

Antisocial at entry to pre-school
Over one third of children who entered private day nurseries (36.7%) were ‘at risk’ on
Antisocial, in contrast to 11.5% of children who entered playgroups being ‘at risk’ on
Antisocial.
Distribution of ‘at risk’ children on cognitive and social/behavioural outcomes at
entry to primary 1 (age 4+) across different types of pre-school providers.
General Cognitive Ability at entry to primary 1
Over one quarter of home children (28%) and children who attended reception classes
(27.2%) were ‘at risk’ at the start of primary 1. By contrast, a smaller proportion of children
who attended nursery classes/schools (9.1%), private day nurseries (9.5%), reception groups
(17.2%) or playgroups (17.2%) were ‘at risk’.
Sociability at entry to primary 1
Within pre-school type, a significantly larger proportion of home children (26.3%) were ‘at
risk’ compared with any other type of pre-school provision. Smaller proportions of children
who attended reception classes (5.7%), reception groups (11%), playgroups (11.3%), private
day nurseries (11.6%) or nursery classes/schools (12%) were ‘at risk’ at the start of primary
1.
Antisocial/Worried at entry to primary 1
A smaller proportion of home children (13.5%) were ‘at risk’ on Antisocial/worried
compared with any other type of pre-school provision at entry to primary 1. Similar
proportions of children from each type of pre-school (ranging 15.5% - 20.5%) were ‘at risk’
on Antisocial/worried. However, the association between pre-school type and
Antisocial/worried was non-significant.
Distribution of ‘at risk’ children on Literacy and Numeracy at the end of primary 2
(age 6) across different types of pre-school providers.
Literacy at the end of primary 2
Nearly one third of home children (31.3%) were ‘at risk’ on Literacy in contrast to smaller
proportions of children who were ‘at risk’, who attended private day nurseries (11.2%),
nursery classes/schools (12.8%), playgroups (17.2%), reception groups (19.8%) or reception
classes (23.3%).
Numeracy at the end of primary 2
Similar to the pattern of results observed for Literacy, a larger proportion of home children
(24.7%) were ‘at risk’ on Numeracy than children who attended any other type of preschool. Children who attended private day nurseries (4.3%), nursery classes/schools (9.6%),
playgroups (10.2%), reception classes (16.5%) or reception groups (20.7%) were less ‘at risk’
by comparison.
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Distribution of ‘at risk’ children on Learning Difficulty and Behavioural Disability at
the end of primary 3 (age 7) across different types of pre-school providers.
Learning Difficulty at the end of primary 3
A significantly larger proportion of home children (22.3%) were ‘at risk’ compared with
children from any other type of pre-school. Similar percentages within each type of preschool, ranging from 5.5% of children who attended private day nursery to 9.4% of children
who attended reception groups, were ‘at risk’ for Learning Difficulty at the end of primary 3.
Behavioural Disability at the end of primary 3
There was no significant association between pre-school type and children’s ‘at risk’ status
on Behavioural Disability. However, results showed that a higher proportion of children
who attended private day nursery (9.8%) or reception group (8.2%) were ‘at risk’ compared
with children who attended nursery classes/schools (3.9%), playgroups (4.3%), reception
classes (4.9%) or home children (5%).
Conduct Problems at the end of primary 3
There appeared to be no significant association between pre-school type and Conduct
Problems with the proportion of children ‘at risk’ within each type of pre-school ranging
from 10.9% of children who attended reception groups to 15.1% of children who attended
private day nurseries.
Peer Problems at the end of primary 3
There was no significant association between pre-school type and Peer Problems. However
results indicate larger proportions of children who attended reception classes (25%), private
day nurseries (21.7%), no pre-school (20%) or reception groups (19.1%) were ‘at risk’
compared with the proportion of children who attended playgroups (14.6%) or nursery
classes/schools (14%) identified as ‘at risk’ on Peer Problems.

 A summary of child, parent, family, home environment and preschool type characteristics which show a significant association
with young children’s changes in cognitive or social/behavioural
‘at risk’ status from entry to pre-school to entry to P1, and entry to
pre-school to end of P2/3.
Child Variables
Prematurity
A significantly higher proportion of children who were born at full-term were never ‘at risk’
on General Cognitive Ability at pre-school and the end of P2, compared with children who
were born premature.
Parental Variables
Socio-Economic Status
Children from an unskilled background were significantly more likely to ‘always’ be ‘at risk’
in terms of their General Cognitive Ability, at both entry to pre-school and entry to primary
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1. Children from professional and intermediate backgrounds were significantly less likely to
‘always’ be ‘at risk’ on General Cognitive Ability. This pattern was also true for children’s ‘at
risk’ status on General Cognitive Ability at pre-school and the end of primary 2.
Results for socio-economic status also showed that children from higher socio-economic
groups were more likely to ‘never’ be ‘at risk’ at entry to pre-school and end of primary 3 on
Antisocial. Additionally, children from semi-skilled and unskilled backgrounds appeared to
be more likely to ‘move into at risk’ status than ‘move out’ of ‘at risk’ status on Antisocial by
the end of primary 3.
Mothers’ Qualifications
At entry to pre-school and entry to primary 1, children whose mothers did not have any
qualifications were significantly more likely to ‘always’ be ‘at risk’ on General Cognitive
Ability. Also, a greater percentage of children whose mothers did not have any qualifications
‘moved into at risk’ status across the pre-school period than ‘moved out’ of ‘at risk’ status.
By the end of primary 2, a significantly higher percentage of children were still more likely to
‘always’ be ‘at risk’ on General Cognitive Ability if their mothers did not have any
qualifications. Children whose mothers were educated to degree level or above were
significantly more likely to be ‘never at risk’ on General Cognitive Ability at each time point.
Mothers’ Employment
At entry to pre-school and entry to primary 1, children whose mothers were unemployed
were significantly more likely to ‘always’ be ‘at risk’ on General Cognitive Ability. Children
whose mothers were unemployed were also more likely to ‘move into at risk’ status at the
start of primary 1, compared with children from other groups. At pre-school and at the end
of primary 2, a significantly greater proportion of children whose mothers were unemployed
remained, ‘always at risk’ on General Cognitive Ability. Children whose mothers were
employed full time were significantly more likely to be ‘never at risk’ on General Cognitive
Ability across both time periods.
Fathers’ Employment
Children whose fathers were unemployed were significantly more likely to be ‘always at risk’
at entry to pre-school and entry to primary 1 and were most likely to ‘move into at risk’
status on General Cognitive Ability by entry to primary 1. Children whose fathers were
employed full time or were self employed full time were significantly less likely to ‘always’ be
‘at risk’ on General Cognitive Ability at entry to pre-school and at the end of primary 2.
Children whose fathers were employed part time were significantly more likely to be ‘always
at risk’ at entry to pre-school and entry to primary 1, were most likely to ‘move into at risk’
and were least likely to ‘move out’ of ‘at risk’ status on Antisocial by entry to primary 1,
compared with other groups. Children whose fathers were not resident were significantly
more likely to ‘always’ be ‘at risk’ on Antisocial at entry to pre-school and end of primary 3.
Children whose fathers were unemployed were most likely to ‘move into at risk’ status on
Antisocial by the end of primary 3, compared with other groups. Children whose fathers
were either unemployed, employed part time or were not resident were more likely to ‘move
into at risk’ status than ‘move out’ of ‘at risk’ status on Antisocial compared with other
groups.

113

Family Variables
Family Size
Children who were significantly more likely to ‘always’ be ‘at risk’ on General Cognitive
Ability at entry to pre-school and entry to primary 1 had 3 or more siblings, and were more
likely to ‘move into at risk’ status by entry to primary 1, compared with children with fewer
siblings. However, more children with 3 or more siblings, ‘moved out’ of ‘at risk’ status than
‘moved into at risk’ status by entry to primary 1. Children with 3 or more siblings were also
significantly more likely to ‘always’ be ‘at risk’ on General Cognitive Ability at entry to preschool and at the end of primary 2.
Lone Parent
Children from lone parent families were significantly more likely to ‘always’ be ‘at risk’ at
entry to pre-school and entry to primary 1 on General Cognitive Ability compared with
children from two-parent families. These results were mirrored in the pre-school to end of
primary 2 transition period for General Cognitive Ability.
Home Variables
Home Learning Environment
Children from homes that scored lower on the home learning environment were
significantly more likely to ‘always’ be ‘at risk’ on General Cognitive Ability at entry to preschool and entry to primary school. Children from homes that scored lower on the home
learning environment were also more likely to ‘move into at risk’ status on General
Cognitive Ability by entry to primary 1 than children from homes that scored higher on the
home learning index. Children from homes that scored very low (0-13) on the home
learning environment were also significantly more likely to ‘always’ be ‘at risk’ on General
Cognitive Ability at entry to pre-school and at the end of primary 2.
Peer Play at home
A significantly greater proportion of children who never played with friends at home were
more likely to ‘always’ be ‘at risk’ on General Cognitive Ability at entry to pre-school and
end of primary 2 (χ ² (3) = 14.141, p = .003, N = 675). Children who never played with
friends at home were significantly more likely to ‘always’ be ‘at risk’ on Antisocial at entry to
pre-school and the end of primary 3. Children who played with friends at home very often
were more likely to ‘move into at risk’ status on Antisocial at the end of primary 3 than
children who occasionally had peer play at home.
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Multiple Disadvantage and children’s movement in and out of risk on GCA, Peer
Sociability and Antisocial
General Cognitive Ability: Pre-school to Beginning of Primary 1
During the pre-school period, significantly higher percentages of children were ‘always at
risk’ or ‘moved into risk’, based on General Cognitive Ability, who experienced 3-4 or more
than 5 indicators of disadvantage, compared with children who experienced fewer indicators
of disadvantage. Over all categories of disadvantage, higher percentages of children
appeared to ‘move out’ of ‘at risk’ status for SEN across the pre-school period, compared to
the percentage of children who ‘moved into at risk’ status.
General Cognitive Ability: Pre-school to End of Primary 2
As in the first transition period analysed, children who experienced a lesser amount of
disadvantaging factors were significantly more likely to never be ‘at risk’ at entry to preschool and at the end of primary 2.
Peer Sociability: Pre-school to Beginning of Primary 1
During the pre-school period, significantly higher percentages of children were ‘always at
risk’ or ‘moved into risk’, based on Peer Sociability, who experienced, in particular, 5 or
more indicators of disadvantage, compared with children who experienced fewer indicators
of disadvantage. For all categories of disadvantage, except 5 or more indicators, higher
percentages of children appeared to ‘move out’ of ‘at risk’ status across the pre-school
period than the percentages of children who ‘moved into at risk’ status for SEN.
Peer Sociability: Pre-school to End of Primary 3
Similar to the pattern observed across the pre-school period, significantly higher percentages
of children who experienced 5 or more indicators of disadvantage were ‘always at risk’ or
‘moved into’ the ‘at risk’ category by the end of primary 3. For children who experienced 5
or more indicators of disadvantage, a substantially greater percentage of these children
‘moved into at risk’ status on Peer Sociability compared with the percentage of children who
‘moved out’ of ‘at risk’ status from pre-school to the end of primary 3.
Antisocial: Pre-school to Beginning of P1
During the pre-school period, a significantly higher percentage of children who experienced
5 or more indicators of disadvantage were ‘always at risk’ based on Antisocial, compared
with children who experienced fewer indicators of disadvantage. Higher percentages of
children appeared to ‘move out’ of ‘at risk’ status compared with the percentages of children
who ‘moved into at risk’ status across the pre-school period, with the exception of children
who had 5 or more disadvantaging factors. None of these children appeared to ‘move out’
of ‘at risk’ by the beginning of primary 1.
Antisocial: Pre-school to End of Primary 3
Although a smaller percentage of children who experienced 5 or more indicators of
disadvantage appeared to be ‘always at risk’ compared with children who had fewer
indicators of disadvantage, a significantly higher percentage of children with 5 or more
indicators had ‘moved into at risk’ status by the end of primary 3. Also, a smaller percentage
of children who experienced 5 or more indicators ‘moved out’ of ‘at risk’ status compared
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with the percentages of children ‘moving out’ of ‘at risk’ who had fewer indicators of
disadvantage.

 Pre-school type and children’s movement in and out of risk on
GCA, Peer Sociability and Antisocial.
General Cognitive Ability: Pre-school to Beginning of P1
Significantly higher numbers of children who attended reception classes or reception groups
appeared to be ‘always at risk’, based on General Cognitive Ability, at entry to pre-school
and entry to primary 1, compared with children who attended any other type of pre-school
provision. Higher percentages of children ‘moved out’ of ‘at risk’ status than ‘moved into at
risk’ status across the pre-school period who attended nursery classes/schools or reception
groups. Lower percentages of children ‘moved out’ of ‘at risk’ status than ‘moved into at
risk’ status, across the pre-school period, who attended playgroups or private day nurseries.
General Cognitive Ability: Pre-school to End of Primary 2
Significantly higher numbers of children who attended reception classes or reception groups
appeared to be ‘always at risk’, based on General Cognitive Ability, at entry to pre-school
and at the end of primary 2, compared with children who attended any other type of preschool provision.
Peer Sociability: Pre-school to Beginning of Primary 1
A higher proportion of children who attended reception groups appeared to be always at
risk’ on Peer Sociability compared with children who attended any other type of pre-school
provision. The highest percentage of children who ‘moved into at risk’ status attended
private day nurseries. The highest percentages of children who ‘moved out’ of ‘at risk’ status
attended reception groups, playgroups or nursery classes/schools. However, there was no
significant association between children’s ‘at risk’ status on Peer Sociability and pre-school
type.
Peer Sociability: Pre-school to End of Primary 3
There was no significant association between children’s ‘at risk’ status on Peer Sociability
and pre-school type. However, the highest percentage of children who were ‘always at risk’
based on Peer Sociability, attended reception groups. Higher percentages of children who
attended reception classes or private day nurseries ‘moved into at risk’ status by the end of
primary 3, compared with children who attended any other type of provision. Additionally,
higher percentages of children who attended private day nurseries or reception classes
‘moved into at risk’ status than ‘moved out’ of ‘at risk’ status by the end of primary 3. The
highest percentages of children who ‘moved out’ of ‘at risk’ status attended reception
groups, nursery classes/schools or playgroups.
Antisocial: Pre-school to Beginning of Primary 1
The highest percentages of children ‘always at risk’ on Antisocial attended private day
nurseries or reception groups. However, higher percentages of children who attended
private day nurseries, reception classes or reception groups ‘moved out’ of ‘at risk’ status
than ‘moved into at risk’ status by the start of primary 1. The highest percentage of children
who ‘moved into at risk’ status attended nursery classes/schools. Moreover, higher
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percentages of children who attended nursery classes/schools or playgroups ‘moved into at
risk’ status than moved out’ of ‘at risk’ status by the start of primary 1. The association
between children’s ‘at risk’ status on Antisocial and pre-school type was significant.
Antisocial: Pre-school to End of Primary 3
The highest percentage of children ‘always at risk’ on Antisocial attended private day
nurseries. The highest percentage of children who ‘moved into at risk’ on Antisocial
attended nursery classes/schools. However, higher percentages of children who attended
nursery classes/schools, private day nurseries, reception classes or reception groups ‘moved
out’ of ‘at risk’ status than ‘moved into at risk’ status by the end of primary 3. The
association between children’s ‘at risk’ status on Antisocial and pre-school type was
significant.
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Appendices
Appendix 1: Child, Parental, Family and Home Characteristics of
children in relation to their transitions in ‘at risk’ status on GCA, Peer
Sociability and Antisocial.
The characteristics of children in relation to their ‘at risk’ status across the three different
points in time (start of pre-school to start of P1; start of pre-school to end of P2/3) were
investigated to see whether children with a particular background are more likely to always
or never be ‘at risk’, or decrease or increase their risk.
Appendix 1A: Child, Parental, Family and Home Characteristics of children in
relation to their transitions in ‘at risk’ status on GCA


Gender

Table 1A:1 Children’s transitions in ‘at risk’ status on GCA by gender
Gender/Transition

Classification ‘at risk’
Always
Into
‘at risk’
‘at risk’

Never
‘at risk’

Out of
‘at risk’

Pre-school to P1
Boys
Girls
Chi-square

76.9%
8.2%
7.3%
76.2%
9%
5.8%
(χ ² (3) = 110, p = .778, N = 674)

7.6%
9%

70.5%
7.9%
13.7%
68.2%
8.4%
13.9%
(χ ² (3) = .697, p = .874, N = 675)

7.9%
9.5%

Pre-school to End of P2
Boys
Girls
Chi-square

The associations between gender and children’s transitions in ‘at risk’ status were nonsignificant across both time periods (χ ² (3) = 110, p = .778, N = 674), (χ ² (3) = .697, p =
.874, N = 675).
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Birth weight

Table 1A:2 Children’s transitions in ‘at risk’ status on GCA by birth weight
Birth weight/Transition

Classification ‘at risk’
Always
Into
‘at risk’
‘at risk’

Never
‘at risk’

Out of
‘at risk’

Pre-school to P1
Very Low
Low
Normal
Chi-square

66.7%
11.1%
0%
59.3%
11.1%
14.8%
77.7%
8.2%
6.4%
(χ ² (6) = 11.59, p = .072, N = 668)

22.2%
14.8%
7.7%

55.6%
16.7%
11.1%
55.6%
14.8%
18.5%
70.7%
7.7%
13.5%
(χ ² (6) = 6.853, p = .335, N = 669)

16.7%
11.1%
8.2%

Pre-school to End of P2
Very Low
Low
Normal
Chi-square

Children who had a normal birth weight were less likely to ‘always’ be ‘at risk’ on General
Cognitive Ability at each time point. However, the associations between birth weight and
children’s transitions in ‘at risk’ status across the two time periods were non-significant (χ ²
(6) = 11.59, p = .072, N = 668), (χ ² (6) = 6.853, p = .335, N = 669).
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Prematurity

Table 1A:3 Children’s transitions in ‘at risk’ status on GCA by prematurity
Prematurity/Transition

Classification ‘at risk’
Always
Into
‘at risk’
‘at risk’

Never
‘at risk’

Out of
‘at risk’

Pre-school to P1
Premature
Non-premature
Chi-square

70.4%
7.8%
7%
78.1%
8.3%
6.5%
(χ ² (3) = 7.53, p = .057, N = 667)

14.8%
7.1%

64.3%
7.0%
13.0%
70.9%
8.3%
13.7%
(χ ² (3) = 9.087, p = .028, N = 668)

15.7%
7.1%

Pre-school to End of P2
Premature
Non-premature
Chi-square

A higher proportion of non-premature children were never ‘at risk’ across the pre-school
period compared with premature children. This association was non-significant (χ ² (3) =
7.53, p = .057, N = 667). A similar pattern was observed at pre-school and the end of P2,
however, the association for this time period, between prematurity and children’s ‘at risk’
status was significant (χ ² (3) = 9.087, p = .028, N = 668).
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Socio-economic Status

Table 1A:4 Children’s transitions in ‘at risk’ status on GCA by socio-economic status
Socio-economic
status/Transition

Classification ‘at risk’
Always
Into
‘at risk’
‘at risk’

Never
‘at risk’

Out of
‘at risk’

Pre-school to P1
Professional
Intermediate
Skilled Non-Manual
Skilled Manual
Semi-Skilled
Unskilled
Unemployed/Never worked
Chi-square

89.6%
2.1%
3.1%
85.1%
2.3%
4.5%
72.7%
10.6%
7.5%
68.9%
15.6%
11.1%
63.8%
17%
6.4%
39.1%
34.8%
13%
65.5%
6.9%
10.3%
(χ ² (18) = 70.90, p = .000, N = 668)

5.2%
8.1%
9.4%
4.4%
12.8%
13%
17.2%

84.4%
0
8.3%
75.8%
4.5%
13.9%
68.9%
10.6%
11.2%
63.3%
8.9%
16.7%
55.3%
21.3%
14.9%
34.8%
26.1%
17.4%
48.3%
13.8%
27.6%
(χ ² (18) = 60.074, p = .000, N = 669)

7.3%
5.8%
9.3%
11.1%
8.5%
21.7%
10.3%

Pre-school to End of P2
Professional
Intermediate
Skilled Non-Manual
Skilled Manual
Semi-Skilled
Unskilled
Unemployed/Never worked
Chi-square

Children from more advantaged socio-economic backgrounds were more likely to ‘never’ be
‘at risk’ on General Cognitive Ability at entry to pre-school and entry to primary 1. Children
from unskilled backgrounds were significantly more likely to ‘always’ be ‘at risk’ on General
Cognitive Ability at entry to pre-school and entry to primary 1 (χ ² (18) = 70.90, p = .000, N
= 668). This pattern was also true for children’s ‘at risk’ status at pre-school and the end of
primary 2 (χ ² (18) = 60.074, p = .000, N = 669).
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Mothers’ Qualifications

Table 1A:5 Children’s transitions in ‘at risk’ status on GCA by mothers’ qualifications
Mothers’
qualifications/Transition

Classification ‘at risk’
Always
Into
‘at risk’
‘at risk’

Never
‘at risk’

Out of
‘at risk’

Pre-school to P1
None
16 vocational
16 academic
18 vocational
18 academic
Degree and above
Chi-square

54.1%
20.2%
14.7%
69.7%
6.1%
6.1%
76%
9.3%
6.7%
76.7%
8.1%
7%
86.2%
3.1%
3.1%
91.9%
1.3%
2%
(χ ² (15) = 66.31, p = .000, N = 667)

11%
18.1%
8%
8.2%
7.6%
4.8%

45.0%
15.6%
23.9%
54.5%
15.2%
21.2%
70.2%
9.3%
12.4%
67.4%
7.0%
16.3%
81.5%
4.6%
7.7%
86.7%
2.0%
7.3%
(χ ² (15) = 63.136, p = .000, N = 668)

15.6%
9.1%
8.0%
9.3%
6.2%
4.0%

Pre-school to End of P2
None
16 vocational
16 academic
18 vocational
18 academic
Degree and above
Chi-square

Children whose mothers did not have any qualifications were significantly more likely to be
‘always at risk’ on General Cognitive Ability at entry to pre-school, entry to primary 1 and
end of primary 2, and children whose mothers were educated to degree level or above were
significantly more likely to be ‘never at risk’ at each time point (χ ² (15) = 66.31, p = .000, N
= 667), (χ ² (15) = 63.136, p = .000, N = 668).
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Mothers’ Employment

Table 1A:6 Children’s transitions in ‘at risk’ status on GCA by mothers’ employment
Mothers’
employment/Transition

Classification ‘at risk’
Always
Into
‘at risk’
‘at risk’

Never
‘at risk’

Out of
‘at risk’

Pre-school to P1
Full time
Part time
Unemployed
Chi-square

85.4%
3.8%
5.7%
78.8%
5.3%
4.8%
67.7%
14.6%
8.8%
(χ ² (6) = 31.88, p = .000, N = 661)

5.3%
11.1%
8.9%

78.8%
2.8%
12.3%
71.6%
6.8%
12.1%
60.4%
13.8%
16.2%
(χ ² (6) = 27.404, p = .000, N = 662)

6.1%
9.5%
9.6%

Pre-school to End of P2
Full time
Part time
Unemployed
Chi-square

A significantly higher proportion of children whose mothers were unemployed remained
always ‘at risk’ at entry to pre-school, entry to primary 1 and end of primary 2. Children’s
whose mothers worked full time were significantly more likely to be ‘never at risk’ across
both time periods (χ ² (6) = 31.88, p = .000, N = 661), (χ ² (6) = 27.404, p = .000, N = 662).
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Fathers’ Employment

Table 1A:7 Children’s transitions in ‘at risk’ status on GCA by fathers’ employment
Fathers’
employment/Transition

Classification ‘at risk’
Always
Into
‘at risk’
‘at risk’

Never
‘at risk’

Out of
‘at risk’

Pre-school to P1
Full time
Self employed Full time
Part time
Unemployed
Father not Resident
Chi-square

82%
5.8%
4.6%
80.5%
6.1%
7.3%
55.6%
11.1%
11.1%
61.4%
17.1%
14.3%
67.3%
13.5%
7.7%
(χ ² (12) = 35.11, p = .000, N = 668)

7.6%
6.1%
22.2%
7.2%
11.5%

74.9%
4.6%
11.7%
72.0%
6.1%
15.9%
50.0%
22.2%
16.7%
58.6%
14.3%
17.1%
59.0%
17.1%
16.2%
(χ ² (12) = 33.680, p = .001, N = 669)

8.9%
6.1%
11.1%
10.0%
7.6%

Pre-school to End of P2
Full time
Self employed Full time
Part time
Unemployed
Father not Resident
Chi-square

Children whose fathers were employed full time or self-employed full time were significantly
less likely to ‘always’ be ‘at risk’ at entry to pre-school and entry to primary 1 (χ ² (12) =
35.11, p = .000, N = 668). Children whose fathers were employed full time or were self
employed full time were also significantly less likely to ‘always’ be ‘at risk’ on General
Cognitive Ability at entry to pre-school and at the end of primary 2 (χ ² (12) = 33.680, p =
.001, N = 669).
.
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Family Size

Table 1A:8 Children’s transitions in ‘at risk’ status on GCA by family size
Number of
siblings/Transition

Classification ‘at risk’
Always
Into
‘at risk’
‘at risk’

Never
‘at risk’

Out of
‘at risk’

Pre-school to P1
0
1
2
3+
Chi-square

78.9%
6.5%
6.5%
81.5%
4.6%
4.6%
78.7%
10.1%
6.5%
60.3%
16.4%
11.2%
(χ ² (9) = 29.43, p = .001, N = 668)

8.1%
9.3%
4.7%
12.1%

71.5%
8.9%
13.8%
72.8%
6.5%
13.4%
72.2%
7.7%
13.0%
56.9%
12.1%
14.7%
(χ ² (9) = 17.034, p = .048, N = 669)

5.7%
7.3%
7.1%
16.4%

Pre-school to End of P2
0
1
2
3+
Chi-square

Children with 3 or more siblings were significantly more likely to ‘always’ be ‘at risk’ on
General Cognitive Ability at entry to pre-school, entry to primary 1 and end of primary 2 (χ ²
(9) = 29.43, p = .001, N = 668), (χ ² (9) = 17.034, p = .048, N = 669).
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Lone Parent

Table 1A:9 Children’s transitions in ‘at risk’ status on GCA by family type
Family Type/Transition

Classification ‘at risk’
Always
Into
‘at risk’
‘at risk’

Never
‘at risk’

Out of
‘at risk’

Pre-school to P1
Lone Parent
Two Parent
Chi-square

64.4%
15.4%
7.7%
78.8%
7.4%
6.3%
(χ ² (3) = 11.79, p = .008, N = 674)

12.5%
7.5%

55.2%
15.2%
17.1%
71.9%
6.8%
13.2%
(χ ² (3) = 14.141, p = .003, N = 675)

12.4%
8.1%

Pre-school to End of P2
Lone Parent
Two Parent
Chi-square

Children from lone parent families were significantly more likely to remain ‘at risk’ at entry
to pre-school and entry to primary 1 (χ ² (3) = 11.79, p = .008, N = 674). These results were
mirrored in the pre-school to end of primary 2 period (χ ² (3) = 14.141, p = .003, N = 675).
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Home Learning Environment

Table 1A:10 Children’s transitions in ‘at risk’ status on GCA by home learning
environment
Home learning
environment
score/Transition

Classification ‘at risk’
Always
Into
‘at risk’
‘at risk’

Never
‘at risk’

Out of
‘at risk’

Pre-school to P1
0 – 13
14 – 19
20 – 24
25 – 32
33 – 46
Chi-square

48.8%
25.6%
11.6%
69%
6.9%
12.1%
75.3%
10.5%
5.3%
82%
6.3%
5%
89.9%
2.5%
3.8%
(χ ² (12) = 44.56, p = .000, N = 667)

14%
12%
8.9%
6.7%
3.8%

39.5%
20.9%
20.9%
63.8%
7.8%
17.2%
65.8%
8.9%
14.7%
76.3%
7.1%
10.8%
83.5%
3.8%
10.1%
(χ ² (12) = 38.522, p = .000, N = 668)

18.6%
11.2%
10.5%
5.8%
2.5%

Pre-school to End of P2
0 – 13
14 – 19
20 – 24
25 – 32
33 – 46
Chi-square

Children from homes that scored very low (0-13) on the home learning environment were
significantly more likely to ‘always’ be ‘at risk’ on General Cognitive Ability at entry to preschool, entry to primary 1 and at the end of primary 2 (χ ² (12) = 44.56, p = .000, N = 667),
(χ ² (12) = 38.522, p = .000, N = 668).
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Peer play away from home

Table 1A:11 Children’s transitions in ‘at risk’ status on GCA by peer play away from
home
Frequency of
play/Transition

Classification ‘at risk’
Always
Into
‘at risk’
‘at risk’

Never
‘at risk’

Out of
‘at risk’

Pre-school to P1
never
1 – 2 days per week
3 – 4 days per week
5 – 7 days per week
Chi-square

74.3%
9.7%
7.1%
82.2%
6.2%
5.4%
77.9%
5.8%
7.7%
66.7%
13.5%
7.3%
(χ ² (9) = 12.45, p = .189, N = 668)

8.9%
6.2%
8.6%
12.5%

67.4%
8.8%
14.1%
76.0%
6.6%
11.6%
70.2%
7.7%
15.4%
58.3%
11.5%
15.6%
(χ ² (9) = 13.798, p = .130 N = 669)

9.7%
5.8%
6.7%
14.6%

Pre-school to End of P2
never
1 – 2 days per week
3 – 4 days per week
5 – 7 days per week
Chi-square

Higher proportions of children who never played with friends away from home or who did
so very often (5-7 days per week) were more likely to ‘always’ be ‘at risk’ on General
Cognitive Ability at entry to pre-school, entry to primary 1 and at the end of primary 2
however these associations were non-significant (χ ² (9) = 12.45, p = .189, N = 668), (χ ² (9)
= 13.798, p = .130 N = 669).
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Peer play at home

Table 1A:12 Children’s transitions in ‘at risk’ status on GCA by peer play at home
Frequency of
play/Transition

Classification ‘at risk’
Always
Into
‘at risk’
‘at risk’

Never
‘at risk’

Out of
‘at risk’

Pre-school to P1
never
1 – 2 days per week
3 – 4 days per week
5 – 7 days per week
Chi-square

71.8%
9.7%
8.4%
80.9%
7.3%
4.5%
85.6%
4.8%
5.8%
73%
10.1%
6.9%
(χ ² (9) = 11.89, p = .220, N = 668)

10.1%
7.3%
3.8%
10.1%

66.7%
11.4%
13.6%
75.3%
6.7%
10.1%
76.9%
5.8%
14.4%
62.9%
6.9%
17.0%
(χ ² (9) = 18.361, p = .031, N = 669)

8.3%
7.9%
2.9%
13.2%

Pre-school to End of P2
never
1 – 2 days per week
3 – 4 days per week
5 – 7 days per week
Chi-square

Higher proportions of children who never played with friends at home or who did so very
often (5-7 days per week) were more likely to ‘always’ be ‘at risk’ on General Cognitive
Ability at entry to pre-school and entry to primary 1, however this association was nonsignificant (χ ² (9) = 11.89, p = .220, N = 668). Similarly, a significantly greater proportion
of children who never played with friends at home were more likely to ‘always’ be ‘at risk’ on
General Cognitive Ability at entry to pre-school and end of primary 2 (χ ² (9) = 18.361, p =
.031, N = 669).
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Appendix 1B: Child, Parental, Family and Home Characteristics of children in
relation to their transitions in ‘at risk’ status on Peer Sociability


Gender

Table 1B:1 Children’s transitions in ‘at risk’ status on Peer Sociability by gender
Gender/Transition

Classification ‘at risk’
Always
Into
‘at risk’
‘at risk’

Never
‘at risk’

Out of
‘at risk’

Pre-school to P1
Boys
Girls
Chi-square

74.3%
2.7%
5.7%
74.4%
4.1%
9.3%
(χ ² (3) = 5.21, p = .157, N = 531)

17.3%
12.2%

67.3%
5.2%
11.3%
69.4%
4.5%
14.1%
(χ ² (3) = 2.85, p = .415, N = 582)

16.2%
12%

Pre-school to End of P3
Boys
Girls
Chi-square

There appeared to be no significant associations between gender and children’s transitions in
‘at risk’ status on Peer Sociability from entry to pre-school to entry to primary 1 or to the
end of primary 3 (χ ² (3) = 5.21, p = .157, N = 531), (χ ² (3) = 2.85, p = .415, N = 582).
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Birth weight

Table 1B:2 Children’s transitions in ‘at risk’ status on Peer Sociability by birth weight
Birth weight/Transition

Classification ‘at risk’
Always
Into
‘at risk’
‘at risk’

Never
‘at risk’

Out of
‘at risk’

Pre-school to P1
Very Low
Low
Normal
Chi-square

69.2%
7.7%
7.7%
60.9%
4.3%
13%
74.9%
3.3%
7.3%
(χ ² (6) = 3.16, p = .789, N = 527)

15.4%
21.8%
14.5%

42.9%
7.1%
35.7%
62.5%
4.2%
8.3%
69.3%
4.8%
12.2%
(χ ² (6) = 10.09, p = .121, N = 578)

14.3%
25%
13.7%

Pre-school to End of P3
Very Low
Low
Normal
Chi-square

Marginally higher percentages of children who were born with very low birth weights were
‘always at risk’ at entry to pre-school, entry to primary 1 and the end of primary 3. However,
neither association between birth weight and children’s classification of ‘at risk’ status, across
both time periods, was significant (χ ² (6) = 3.16, p = .789, N = 527), (χ ² (6) = 10.09, p =
.121, N = 578).
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Prematurity

Table 1B:3 Children’s transitions in ‘at risk’ status on Peer Sociability by prematurity
Prematurity/Transition

Classification ‘at risk’
Always
Into
‘at risk’
‘at risk’

Never
‘at risk’

Out of
‘at risk’

Pre-school to P1
Premature
Non-premature
Chi-square

70.3%
4.4%
7.7%
75.2%
3.2%
7.6%
(χ ² (3) = 1.20, p = .754, N = 526)

17.6%
14%

62.6%
7.1%
14.1%
69.7%
4.2%
12.3%
(χ ² (3) = 2.58, p = .460, N = 577)

16.2%
13.8%

Pre-school to End of P3
Premature
Non-premature
Chi-square

Marginally higher percentages of children who were born premature were ‘always at risk’ at
entry to pre-school, entry to primary 1 and the end of primary 3 compared with children
who were not premature, however the associations between prematurity and children’s
transitions in ‘at risk’ status across the two time periods were non-significant (χ ² (3) = 1.20,
p = .754, N = 526), (χ ² (3) = 2.58, p = .460, N = 577).
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Socio-economic Status

Table 1B:4 Children’s transitions in ‘at risk’ status on Peer Sociability by socioeconomic status
Socio-economic
status/Transition

Classification ‘at risk’
Always
Into
‘at risk’
‘at risk’

Never
‘at risk’

Out of
‘at risk’

Pre-school to P1
Professional
Intermediate
Skilled Non-Manual
Skilled Manual
Semi-Skilled
Unskilled
Unemployed/Never worked
Chi-square

77%
2.7%
5.4%
77%
2.8%
7.9%
68.3%
4%
8.7%
81.3%
1.4%
4.3%
76.4%
0
11.8%
66.7%
9.5%
4.8%
60%
12%
12%
(χ ² (18) = 18.41, p = .429, N = 527)

14.9%
12.3%
19%
13%
11.8%
19%
16%

75.3%
7.1%
5.9%
70.4%
3%
13.1%
65.7%
4.4%
10.9%
66.2%
6.7%
17.6%
67.6%
2.7%
21.6%
52.6%
10.5%
21.1%
63%
7.4%
7.4%
(χ ² (18) = 21.41, p = .259, N = 578)

11.7%
13.5%
19%
9.5%
8.1%
15.8%
22.2%

Pre-school to End of P3
Professional
Intermediate
Skilled Non-Manual
Skilled Manual
Semi-Skilled
Unskilled
Unemployed/Never worked
Chi-square

At entry to pre-school and entry to primary 1, children who were from an unemployed
family background were more likely to ‘always’ be ‘at risk’ than children from other socioeconomic backgrounds. Children from an unskilled background were more likely to ‘always’
be ‘at risk’ at entry to pre-school and at the end of primary 3. Children from a skilled
manual, semi-skilled or unskilled family background were more likely to ‘move into at risk’
status than ‘move out’ of ‘at risk’ status by the end of primary 3. However, the associations
between family socio-economic status and children’s transitions in ‘at risk’ status were nonsignificant for both time periods (χ ² (18) = 18.41, p = .429, N = 527), (χ ² (18) = 21.41, p =
.259, N = 578).
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Mothers’ Qualifications

Table 1B:5 Children’s transitions in ‘at risk’ status on Peer Sociability by mothers’
qualifications
Mothers’
qualifications/Transition

Classification ‘at risk’
Always
Into
‘at risk’
‘at risk’

Never
‘at risk’

Out of
‘at risk’

Pre-school to P1
None
16 vocational
16 academic
18 vocational
18 academic
Degree and above
Chi-square

70.1%
5.7%
8%
73.9%
0
8.7%
70.1%
4%
6.8%
80%
2.9%
7.1%
72.2%
5.6%
9.2%
80.9%
.9%
7.8%
(χ ² (15) = 12.57, p = .635, N = 526)

16.2%
17.4%
19.1%
10%
13%
10.4%

64%
5.6%
14.6%
64.3%
3.5%
14.3%
60.2%
5.1%
14.8%
74.3%
5.4%
13.5%
70.7%
6.9%
8.6%
80.4%
3%
8.3%
(χ ² (15) = 21.86, p = .112, N = 577)

15.8%
17.9%
19.9%
6.8%
13.8%
8.3%

Pre-school to End of P3
None
16 vocational
16 academic
18 vocational
18 academic
Degree and above
Chi-square

Children whose mothers had degree and above qualifications were less likely to ‘always’ be
‘at risk’ at entry to pre-school, entry to primary 1 and entry to primary 3, compared with
children whose mothers did not have any qualifications. However the associations between
mothers’ qualifications and children’s transitions in ‘at risk’ status across the two time
periods were non-significant (χ ² (15) = 12.57, p = .635, N = 526), (χ ² (15) = 21.86, p =
.112, N = 577).
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Mothers’ Employment

Table 1B:6 Children’s transitions in ‘at risk’ status on Peer Sociability by mothers’
employment
Mothers’
employment/Transition

Classification ‘at risk’
Always
Into
‘at risk’
‘at risk’

Never
‘at risk’

Out of
‘at risk’

Pre-school to P1
Full time
Part time
Unemployed
Chi-square

77.8%
1.2%
8.7%
77.1%
3.8%
7%
69.9%
4.1%
7.3%
(χ ² (6) = 7.82, p = .251, N = 521)

12.3%
12.1%
18.7%

73%
2.2%
11.8%
70.5%
4.8%
12.7%
64.1%
5.9%
13.2%
(χ ² (6) = 6.51, p = .369, N = 571)

13%
12%
16.8%

Pre-school to End of P3
Full time
Part time
Unemployed
Chi-square

Marginally, children whose mothers were unemployed were more likely to ‘always’ be ‘at risk’
at entry to pre-school, entry to primary 1 and at the end of primary 3, however the
associations were non-significant (χ ² (6) = 7.82, p = .251, N = 521), (χ ² (6) = 6.51, p =
.369, N = 571).
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Fathers’ Employment

Table 1B:7 Children’s transitions in ‘at risk’ status on Peer Sociability by fathers’
employment
Fathers’
employment/Transition

Classification ‘at risk’
Always
Into
‘at risk’
‘at risk’

Never
‘at risk’

Out of
‘at risk’

Pre-school to P1
Full time
Self employed Full time
Part time
Unemployed
Father not Resident
Chi-square

77.5%
2.8%
6%
62.7%
3.4%
6.8%
57.1%
0
14.3%
75.5%
3.8%
9.4%
71.8%
5.9%
11.7%
(χ ² (12) = 18.16, p = .111, N = 527)

13.7%
27.1%
28.6%
11.3%
10.6%

73.4%
4.6%
9.2%
60.3%
5.5%
13.7%
57.1%
7.2%
21.4%
56.4%
5.5%
23.6%
64.4%
4.6%
17.2%
(χ ² (12) = 17.39, p = .136, N = 578)

12.8%
20.5%
14.3%
14.5%
13.8%

Pre-school to End of P3
Full time
Self employed Full time
Part time
Unemployed
Father not Resident
Chi-square

A slightly higher proportion of children whose fathers were not resident at home with the
family remained ‘at risk’ on Peer Sociability from entry to pre-school to entry to primary 1.
A slightly higher proportion of children whose fathers were employed part time remained ‘at
risk’ from entry to pre-school to the end of primary 3. More children whose fathers were
employed part time, were unemployed or not resident ‘moved into risk’ than ‘moved out’ of
‘at risk’ status by the end of primary 3. Neither association between fathers’ employment
and children’s ‘at risk’ status across the two time periods was significant (χ ² (12) = 18.16, p
= .111, N = 527), (χ ² (12) = 17.39, p = .136, N = 578).
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Family Size

Table 1B:8 Children’s transitions in ‘at risk’ status on Peer Sociability by family size
Number of
siblings/Transition

Classification ‘at risk’
Always
Into
‘at risk’
‘at risk’

Never
‘at risk’

Out of
‘at risk’

Pre-school to P1
0
1
2
3+
Chi-square

75.5%
1.1%
6.4%
76.2%
5.2%
7.6%
78.8%
1.5%
6.8%
61.5%
4.4%
9.9%
(χ ² (9) = 16.76, p = .053, N = 527)

17%
11%
12.9%
24.2%

71.4%
5.8%
11.4%
68.2%
3.5%
15%
73.6%
5.6%
9.7%
58.3%
5.8%
12.6%
(χ ² (9) = 13.39, p = .146, N = 578)

11.4%
13.3%
11.1%
23.3%

Pre-school to End of P3
0
1
2
3+
Chi-square

A slightly higher proportion of children who had only 1 sibling were ‘always at risk’ on Peer
Sociability at entry to pre-school and entry to primary 1, however this association was nonsignificant (χ ² (9) = 16.76, p = .053, N = 527). There appeared to be no significant
association between family size and children’s ‘at risk’ status at entry to pre-school and end
of primary 3 (χ ² (9) = 13.39, p = .146, N = 578).
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Lone Parent

Table 1B:9 Children’s transitions in ‘at risk’ status on Peer Sociability by family type
Family Type/Transition

Classification ‘at risk’
Always
Into
‘at risk’
‘at risk’

Never
‘at risk’

Out of
‘at risk’

Pre-school to P1
Lone Parent
Two Parent
Chi-square

71.8%
5.9%
11.7%
74.9%
2.9%
6.7%
(χ ² (3) = 5.51, p = .138, N = 531)

10.6%
15.5%

63.1%
3.6%
19%
69.3%
5%
11.6%
(χ ² (3) = 3.81, p = .282, N = 582)

14.3%
14.1%

Pre-school to End of P3
Lone Parent
Two Parent
Chi-square

Children from two-parent families were slightly more likely to ‘never’ be ‘at risk’ on Peer
Sociability at entry to pre-school, entry to primary 1 or end of primary 3, compared with
children from lone parent families, however the associations across the two time periods
were non-significant (χ ² (3) = 5.51, p = .138, N = 531), (χ ² (3) = 3.81, p = .282, N = 582).
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Home Learning Environment

Table 1B:10 Children’s transitions in ‘at risk’ status on Peer Sociability by home
learning environment
Home learning
environment
score/Transition

Classification ‘at risk’
Always
Into
‘at risk’
‘at risk’

Never
‘at risk’

Out of
‘at risk’

Pre-school to P1
0 – 13
14 – 19
20 – 24
25 – 32
33 – 46
Chi-square

71.9%
9.3%
6.3%
65.6%
5.4%
12.9%
74.3%
2.7%
6.1%
76.7%
2.6%
6.2%
80.4%
1.6%
8.2%
(χ ² (12) = 13.14, p = .359, N = 527)

12.5%
16.1%
16.9%
14.5%
9.8%

57.1%
8.7%
17.1%
68.2%
6.5%
10.3%
69.5%
2.4%
10.4%
65.7%
5.4%
15.7%
79.1%
4.5%
10.4%
(χ ² (12) = 14.20, p = .288, N= 577)

17.1%
15%
17.7%
13.2%
6%

Pre-school to End of P3
0 – 13
14 – 19
20 – 24
25 – 32
33 – 46
Chi-square

Children from homes that scored lower in the quality of home learning environment
provided appeared to be more likely to remain ‘at risk’ from entry to pre-school to entry to
primary 1 and were also ‘at risk’ at the end of primary 3. However the associations between
home learning environment and children’s ‘at risk’ status across the two time periods were
non-significant (χ ² (12) = 13.14, p = .359, N = 527), (χ ² (12) = 14.20, p = .288, N= 577).
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Peer play away from home

Table 1B:11 Children’s transitions in ‘at risk’ status on Peer Sociability by peer play
away from home
Frequency of
play/Transition

Classification ‘at risk’
Always
Into
‘at risk’
‘at risk’

Never
‘at risk’

Out of
‘at risk’

Pre-school to P1
Never
1 – 2 days per week
3 – 4 days per week
5 – 7 days per week
Chi-square

73.5%
4.4%
6.6%
74.2%
3.8%
6.6%
71.6%
3.4%
10.2%
78.9%
0
9.3%
(χ ² (9) = 5.63, p = .777, N = 527)

15.5%
15.4%
14.8%
11.8%

65.8%
7%
13.6%
69.9%
4.8%
9.6%
69.9%
3.2%
10.8%
68.8%
1.3%
20.8%
(χ ² (9) = 12.85, p = .170, N = 578)

13.6%
15.7%
16.1%
9.1%

Pre-school to End of P3
Never
1 – 2 days per week
3 – 4 days per week
5 – 7 days per week
Chi-square

Children who never had peer play away from home were marginally more likely to ‘always’
be ‘at risk’ at entry to pre-school, entry to primary 1 and end of primary 3, compared with
other children who had some level of peer play elsewhere. The associations between peer
play away from home and children’s ‘at risk’ status on Peer Sociability across the two time
periods were non-significant (χ ² (9) = 5.63, p = .777, N = 527), (χ ² (9) = 12.85, p = .170,
N = 578).
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Peer play at home

Table 1B:12 Children’s transitions in ‘at risk’ status on Peer Sociability by peer play at
home
Frequency of
play/Transition

Classification ‘at risk’
Always
Into
‘at risk’
‘at risk’

Never
‘at risk’

Out of
‘at risk’

Pre-school to P1
Never
1 – 2 days per week
3 – 4 days per week
5 – 7 days per week
Chi-square

70.5%
4%
7.6%
79.7%
2.1%
7%
74.1%
3.5%
10.6%
73%
4%
6.3%
(χ ² (9) = 6.53, p = .686, N = 527)

17.9%
11.2%
11.8%
16.7%

63.8%
6.9%
13.9%
77.7%
5.1%
8.9%
73.6%
2.2%
9.9%
60.6%
3.5%
16.9%
(χ ² (9) = 18.64, p = .028, N = 578)

15.4%
8.3%
14.3%
19%

Pre-school to End of P3
Never
1 – 2 days per week
3 – 4 days per week
5 – 7 days per week
Chi-square

Children who never had peer play at home or did so very often (5-7 days per week) were
marginally more likely to ‘always’ be ‘at risk’ on Peer Sociability at entry to pre-school and
entry to primary 1. The association between peer play at home and children’s ‘at risk’ status
on Peer Sociability from beginning of pre-school to entry to primary 1 was non-significant
(χ ² (9) = 6.53, p = .686, N = 527). Children who never had peer play at home were
significantly more likely to ‘always’ be ‘at risk’ on Peer Sociability at entry to pre-school and
at the end of primary 3 (χ ² (9) = 18.64, p = .028, N = 578). Children who never had peer
play at home or did so very often (5-7 days per week) were more likely to ‘move into risk’ on
Peer Sociability than children who had peer play at home occasionally.
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Appendix 1C: Child, Parental, Family and Home Characteristics of children in
relation to their transitions in ‘at risk’ status on Antisocial


Gender

Table 1C:1 Children’s transitions in ‘at risk’ status on Antisocial by gender
Gender/Transition

Classification ‘at risk’
Always
Into
‘at risk’
‘at risk’

Never
‘at risk’

Out of
‘at risk’

Pre-school to P1
Boys
Girls
Chi-square

64.9%
7.3%
13.5%
71.9%
4.8%
8.1%
(χ ² (3) = 5.94, p = .115, N = 529)

14.3%
15.2%

68.1%
5.5%
10.1%
74.2%
4.2%
5.8%
(χ ² (3) = 4.67, p = .198, N = 579)

16.3%
15.8%

Pre-school to End of P3
Boys
Girls
Chi-square

A higher proportion of boys than girls remained ‘at risk’ on Antisocial at entry to pre-school,
entry to primary 1 and end of primary 3, however the association between gender and
children’s transitions in ‘at risk’ status were non-significant (χ ² (3) = 5.94, p = .115, N =
529), (χ ² (3) = 4.67, p = .198, N = 579).
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Birth weight

Table 1C:2 Children’s transitions in ‘at risk’ status on Antisocial by birth weight
Birth weight/Transition

Classification ‘at risk’
Always
Into
‘at risk’
‘at risk’

Never
‘at risk’

Out of
‘at risk’

Pre-school to P1
Very Low
Low
Normal
Chi-square

53.8%
7.7%
7.7%
73.9%
0
13.1%
68.7%
6.3%
10.6%
(χ ² (6) = 4.62, p = .593, N = 525)

30.8%
13%
14.4%

57.1%
7.1%
14.4%
70.8%
4.2%
16.7%
71.5%
4.8%
7.4%
(χ ² (6) = 4.87, p = .560, N = 575)

21.4%
8.3%
16.3%

Pre-school to End of P3
Very Low
Low
Normal
Chi-square

Children who were born with a very low birth weight were more likely to remain ‘at risk’ at
entry to pre-school, entry to primary 1 and end of primary 3 on Antisocial than children with
a low or normal birth weight. However, the associations between birth weight and children’s
classification of risk across the two time periods were non-significant (χ ² (6) = 4.62,
p = .593, N = 525), (χ ² (6) = 4.87, p = .560, N = 575).
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Prematurity

Table 1C:3 Children’s transitions in ‘at risk’ status on Antisocial by prematurity
Prematurity/Transition

Classification ‘at risk’
Always
Into
‘at risk’
‘at risk’

Never
‘at risk’

Out of
‘at risk’

Pre-school to P1
Premature
Non-premature
Chi-square

64.8%
7.7%
11%
69.5%
5.8%
10.4%
(χ ² (3) = .958, p = .811, N = 524)

16.5%
14.3%

70.6%
5.1%
6.1%
71.4%
4.8%
8.2%
(χ ² (3) = .842, p = .839, N = 574)

18.2%
15.6%

Pre-school to End of P3
Premature
Non-premature
Chi-square

Children who were born premature were more likely to remain ‘at risk’ on Antisocial at entry
to pre-school, entry to primary 1 and end of primary 3, compared with children who were
not born prematurely. However, the associations across both time periods for prematurity
and transitions in children’s ‘at risk’ status were non-significant (χ ² (3) = .958, p = .811, N =
524), (χ ² (3) = .842, p = .839, N = 574).
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Socio-economic Status

Table 1C:4 Children’s transitions in ‘at risk’ status on Antisocial by socio-economic
status
Socio-economic
status/Transition

Classification ‘at risk’
Always
Into
‘at risk’
‘at risk’

Never
‘at risk’

Out of
‘at risk’

Pre-school to P1
Professional
Intermediate
Skilled Non-Manual
Skilled Manual
Semi-Skilled
Unskilled
Unemployed/Never worked
Chi-square

71.6%
5.4%
9.5%
70.1%
6.2%
8.5%
69.8%
4.8%
9.5%
67.6%
8.8%
8.8%
58.8%
5.9%
23.5%
66.7%
4.8%
19%
60%
8%
16%
(χ ² (18) = 11.85, p = .855, N = 525)

13.5%
15.2%
15.9%
14.8%
11.8%
9.5%
16%

78.6%
3.6%
3.6%
75.3%
4.5%
4.5%
73.7%
6.6%
3.6%
61.6%
6.8%
15.2%
59.5%
2.7%
24.3%
63.2%
0
21.1%
51.9%
3.7%
18.5%
(χ ² (18) = 42.46, p = .001, N = 575)

14.2%
15.7%
16.1%
16.4%
13.5%
15.7%
25.9%

Pre-school to End of P3
Professional
Intermediate
Skilled Non-Manual
Skilled Manual
Semi-Skilled
Unskilled
Unemployed/Never worked
Chi-square

Higher proportions of children from skilled manual or unemployed backgrounds were
‘always at risk’ on Antisocial at entry to pre-school and entry to primary 1, compared with
any other group of children. A higher proportion of children from a semi-skilled or
unskilled family background ‘moved into at risk’ status on anti-social than ‘moved out’ of ‘at
risk’ status. The association between family socio-economic status and children’s ‘at risk’
status on Antisocial across the pre-school period was non-significant (χ ² (18) = 11.85, p =
.855, N = 525). Significantly more children from a semi-skilled or unskilled background
‘moved into at risk’ status on Antisocial than ‘moved out’ of ‘at risk’ status by the end of
primary 3 (χ ² (18) = 42.46, p = .001, N = 575).
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Mothers’ Qualifications

Table 1C:5 Children’s transitions in ‘at risk’ status on Antisocial by mothers’
qualifications
Mothers’
qualifications/Transition

Classification ‘at risk’
Always
Into
‘at risk’
‘at risk’

Never
‘at risk’

Out of
‘at risk’

Pre-school to P1
None
16 vocational
16 academic
18 vocational
18 academic
Degree and above
Chi-square

67.8%
9.2%
11.5%
69.6%
13%
8.7%
65.7%
5.1%
16%
71.4%
2.9%
4.3%
63%
5.6%
9.2%
73.9%
6.1%
7%
(χ ² (15) = 20.66, p = .148, N = 524)

11.5%
8.7%
13.2%
21.4%
22.2%
13%

71.9%
3.4%
11.2%
60.7%
10.7%
7.2%
70.6%
6.2%
8.3%
64.9%
4.1%
9.5%
67.2%
8.6%
6.9%
78.6%
1.5%
5.3%
(χ ² (15) = 15.18, p = .438, N = 574)

13.5%
21.4%
14.9%
21.5%
17.3%
14.6%

Pre-school to End of P3
None
16 vocational
16 academic
18 vocational
18 academic
Degree and above
Chi-square

A higher proportion of children whose mothers have 16 vocational qualifications were
‘always at risk’ on Antisocial at entry to pre-school, entry to primary 1 and entry to primary
3, compared with other groups of children. However the associations between mothers’
qualifications and children’s transitions in ‘at risk’ status across the two time points were
non-significant (χ ² (15) = 20.66, p = .148, N = 524), (χ ² (15) = 15.18, p = .438, N = 574).
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Mothers’ Employment

Table 1C:6 Children’s transitions in ‘at risk’ status on Antisocial by mothers’
employment
Mothers’
employment/Transition

Classification ‘at risk’
Always
Into
‘at risk’
‘at risk’

Never
‘at risk’

Out of
‘at risk’

Pre-school to P1
Full time
Part time
Unemployed
Chi-square

70.8%
6.4%
10.5%
64.7%
4.5%
9%
69.3%
7.3%
12.5%
(χ ² (6) = 10.50, p = .105, N = 519)

12.3%
21.8%
10.9%

74.5%
5.4%
5.4%
69.7%
4.2%
6.1%
68.9%
4.6%
11.9%
(χ ² (6) = 9.15, p = .165, N = 568)

14.7%
20%
14.6%

Pre-school to End of P3
Full time
Part time
Unemployed
Chi-square

At entry to pre-school, entry to primary 1 and end of primary 3, children whose mothers
were employed part time were slightly less likely to ‘always’ be ‘at risk’ on Antisocial,
however these results were non-significant (χ ² (6) = 10.50, p = .105, N = 519), (χ ² (6) =
9.15, p = .165, N = 568).
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Fathers’ Employment

Table 1C:7 Children’s transitions in ‘at risk’ status on Antisocial by fathers’
employment
Fathers’
employment/Transition

Classification ‘at risk’
Always
Into
‘at risk’
‘at risk’

Never
‘at risk’

Out of
‘at risk’

Pre-school to P1
Full time
Self employed Full time
Part time
Unemployed
Father not Resident
Chi-square

69.2%
5.7%
8.3%
69.5%
3.4%
11.8%
42.9%
14.3%
35.7%
65.4%
5.8%
19.2%
71.8%
8.2%
9.4%
(χ ² (12) = 21.71, p = .041, N = 525)

16.8%
15.3%
7.1%
9.6%
10.6%

73.2%
4.3%
4.3%
78.1%
4.1%
4.1%
64.3%
7.1%
21.4%
57.4%
3.7%
24.1%
66.7%
8%
13.8%
(χ ² (12) = 39.45, p = .000, N = 575)

18.2%
13.7%
7.2%
14.8%
11.5%

Pre-school to End of P3
Full time
Self employed Full time
Part time
Unemployed
Father not Resident
Chi-square

At entry to pre-school and entry to primary 1, children whose fathers were employed part
time were significantly more likely to ‘always’ be ‘at risk’ or ‘move into at risk’ status on
Antisocial, compared with other groups of children (χ ² (12) = 21.71, p = .041, N = 525).
Children whose fathers were not resident were significantly more likely to ‘always’ be ‘at risk’
on Antisocial at entry to pre-school and end of primary 3 compared with other groups of
children, and children whose fathers were unemployed were more likely to ‘move into at
risk’ status by the end of primary 3 (χ ² (12) = 39.45, p = .000, N = 575).
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Family Size

Table 1C:8 Children’s transitions in ‘at risk’ status on Antisocial by family size
Number of
siblings/Transition

Classification ‘at risk’
Always
Into
‘at risk’
‘at risk’

Never
‘at risk’

Out of
‘at risk’

Pre-school to P1
0
1
2
3+
Chi-square

65.6%
9.7%
7.5%
67.5%
5.7%
12%
68.2%
5.3%
11.3%
74.7%
4.4%
9.9%
(χ ² (9) = 5.80, p = .759, N = 525)

17.2%
14.8%
15.2%
11%

66.3%
6.7%
8.7%
70.5%
4.9%
8%
72.1%
4.9%
5.6%
75.7%
2.9%
10.7%
(χ ² (9) = 6.64, p = .674, N = 575)

18.3%
16.6%
17.4%
10.7%

Pre-school to End of P3
0
1
2
3+
Chi-square

Children who did not have any siblings were more likely to ‘always’ be ‘at risk’ on Antisocial
at entry to pre-school, entry to primary 1, and end of primary 3, compared with children
who had siblings, however the associations were non-significant (χ ² (9) = 5.80, p = .759, N
= 525), (χ ² (9) = 6.64, p = .674, N = 575).
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Lone Parent

Table 1C:9 Children’s transitions in ‘at risk’ status on Antisocial by family type
Family Type/Transition

Classification ‘at risk’
Always
Into
‘at risk’
‘at risk’

Never
‘at risk’

Out of
‘at risk’

Pre-school to P1
Lone Parent
Two Parent
Chi-square

69.4%
8.2%
10.6%
68.2%
5.6%
10.8%
(χ ² (3) = 1.43, p = .699, N = 529)

11.8%
15.4%

67.9%
8.3%
11.9%
71.7%
4.2%
7.3%
(χ ² (3) = 5.63, p = .131, N = 579)

11.9%
16.8%

Pre-school to End of P3
Lone Parent
Two Parent
Chi-square

Higher proportions of children with lone parents were ‘always at risk’ on Antisocial at entry
to pre-school, entry to primary 1 and end of primary 3, compared with children from twoparent families, however the associations were non-significant (χ ² (3) = 1.43, p = .699, N =
529), (χ ² (3) = 5.63, p = .131, N = 579).
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Home Learning Environment

Table 1C:10 Children’s transitions in ‘at risk’ status on Antisocial by home learning
environment
Home learning
environment
score/Transition

Classification ‘at risk’
Always
Into
‘at risk’
‘at risk’

Never
‘at risk’

Out of
‘at risk’

Pre-school to P1
0 – 13
14 – 19
20 – 24
25 – 32
33 – 46
Chi-square

56.3%
6.3%
18.7%
66.3%
4.3%
14.1%
71.6%
6.7%
9.5%
68.7%
6.3%
9.4%
70.5%
6.6%
8.2%
(χ ² (12) = 6.59, p = .883, N = 525)

18.7%
15.3%
12.2%
15.6%
14.7%

62.9%
5.7%
14.3%
70.5%
4.8%
7.6%
75%
4.3%
6.7%
69.5%
6.4%
7.9%
71.6%
1.5%
9%
(χ ² (12) = 6.33, p = .898, N = 574)

17.1%
17.1%
14%
16.2%
17.9%

Pre-school to End of P3
0 – 13
14 – 19
20 – 24
25 – 32
33 – 46
Chi-square

Children from homes that scored very low (0-13) on the home learning environment were
least likely to ‘never’ be ‘at risk’ on Antisocial across all time points, however the association
between home learning environment and children’s transitions in ‘at risk ‘ status were nonsignificant (χ ² (12) = 6.59, p = .883, N = 525), (χ ² (12) = 6.33, p = .898, N = 574).
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Peer play away from home

Table 1C:11 Children’s transitions in ‘at risk’ status on Antisocial by peer play away
from home
Frequency of
play/Transition

Classification ‘at risk’
Always
Into
‘at risk’
‘at risk’

Never
‘at risk’

Out of
‘at risk’

Pre-school to P1
never
1 – 2 days per week
3 – 4 days per week
5 – 7 days per week
Chi-square

67.2%
6.6%
10.6%
70.9%
6.6%
12.1%
69.3%
4.5%
9.2%
65.3%
5.3%
9.4%
(χ ² (9) = 5.69, p = .771, N = 525)

15.6%
10.4%
17%
20%

68.7%
4%
7.6%
76%
4.3%
7.2%
69.9%
5.4%
7.5%
65.8%
7.9%
11.8%
(χ ² (9) = 8.17, p = .517, N = 575)

19.7%
12.5%
17.2%
14.5%

Pre-school to End of P3
never
1 – 2 days per week
3 – 4 days per week
5 – 7 days per week
Chi-square

Children who played with friends away from home very often (5-7 days per week) were
marginally less likely to ‘never’ be ‘at risk’ on Antisocial across all time points, compared with
children who had a lesser amount of peer play away from home, however the associations
were non-significant (χ ² (9) = 5.69, p = .771, N = 525), (χ ² (9) = 8.17, p = .517, N = 575).
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Peer play at home

Table 1C:12 Children’s transitions in ‘at risk’ status on Antisocial by peer play at
home
Frequency of
play/Transition

Classification ‘at risk’
Always
Into
‘at risk’
‘at risk’

Never
‘at risk’

Out of
‘at risk’

Pre-school to P1
never
1 – 2 days per week
3 – 4 days per week
5 – 7 days per week
Chi-square

67.4%
7.6%
12.2%
69.2%
6.3%
9.1%
74.1%
2.4%
12.9%
65.6%
6.4%
8.8%
(χ ² (9) = 7.88, p = .546, N = 525)

12.8%
15.4%
10.6%
19.2%

72.7%
6.4%
8%
71.2%
5.1%
7.7%
74.7%
2.2%
9.9%
66.7%
4.2%
7.1%
(χ ² (9) = 8.36, p = .498, N = 575)

12.9%
16%
13.2%
22%

Pre-school to End of P3
never
1 – 2 days per week
3 – 4 days per week
5 – 7 days per week
Chi-square

Children who never played with friends at home were marginally more likely to ‘always’ be
‘at risk’ on Antisocial across all time points, compared with children who had more peer play
at home, however the associations were non-significant (χ ² (9) = 7.88, p = .546, N = 525),
(χ ² (9) = 8.36, p = .498, N = 575).
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Appendix 2: Child Assessments
Entry to pre-school (age 3-4 years)
Name of Assessment

Assessment Content

Administered by:

British Ability Scales Second Edition
(Elliot et al, 1996)

Cognitive development battery

EPPNI Researcher











Block Building
Verbal Comprehension
Picture Similarity
Naming Vocabulary

Adaptive Social Behavioural
Inventory (ASBI) (Hogan et al, 1992)

Spatial skills
Verbal skills
Pictorial reasoning skills
Verbal skills

Social behaviour and emotional
adjustment

Centre staff

At entry to pre-school, these assessments were chosen to provide a baseline against which
later progress and development can be compared. The British Ability Scales are designed for
use with this age range. All researchers were trained in their use of the assessments and
checked for reliability. Children were assessed on a one to one basis. Pre-school centre staff
completed an Adaptive Social Behavioural Inventory for each EPPNI child to provide a
measure of social/behavioural development.
Entry to primary 1 (age rising 4 years)

Name of Assessment

Assessment Content

Administered by:

British Ability Scales Second Edition
(Elliot et al, 1996)

Cognitive development battery

EPPNI Researcher






Pattern Construction
Verbal Comprehension
Picture Similarity
Naming Vocabulary

BAS Early Number Concepts
Letter Recognition
Phonological Awareness (Bryant and
Bradley, 1985)
Adaptive Social Behavioural
Inventory (ASBI-R) (Hogan et al,
1992)






Spatial skills
Verbal skills
Pictorial reasoning skills
Verbal skills

Reasoning Ability
Lower case letters
Rhyme and Alliteration

EPPNI Researcher
EPPNI Researcher
EPPNI Researcher

Social and emotional behaviour,
hyperactivity and settling into
school.

Class teacher
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All children were assessed at entry to school. These assessments provide both a measure of
current attainment and development at exit from pre-school and serve as a baseline for entry
to school. The ASBI was extended by the EPPE team to cover a greater range of
behaviours considered appropriate for school age children by incorporating selected
additional items from other published tests, covering Hyperactivity and Prosocial behaviour.
End of primary 1

Name of Assessment

Assessment Content

Administered by:

British Ability Scales Second Edition
(Elliot et al, 1996)

Cognitive development battery

EPPNI Researcher






Pattern Construction
Verbal Comprehension
Picture Similarity
Naming Vocabulary

BAS Early Number Concepts
Letter Recognition
Phonological Awareness (Bryant and
Bradley, 1985)
Marie-Clay Dictation
Adaptive Social Behavioural
Inventory (ASBI-R) (Hogan et al,
1992)






Spatial skills
Verbal skills
Pictorial reasoning skills
Verbal skills

Reasoning Ability
Lower case letters
Rhyme and Alliteration

EPPNI Researcher
EPPNI Researcher
EPPNI Researcher

Literacy
Social and emotional behaviour,
hyperactivity and settling into
school.

EPPNI Researcher
Class teacher

Name of Assessment

Assessment Content

Administered by:

Primary Reading: Level 1 (NFERNelson)
Maths 6 (NFER-Nelson)
Record of Special Educational Needs
Strengths and Difficulties
Questionnaire (Goodman, 1997) for
extended study

Literacy

EPPNI Researcher

Numeracy
Conduct/Emotional problems
Hyperactivity, Conduct Problems,
Peer Problems, Emotional
Difficulties and Prosocial

EPPNI Researcher
Class Teacher
Class Teacher

End of primary 2
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End of primary 3

Name of Assessment

Assessment Content

Administered by:

Attitudes to School Questionnaire

Children’s views on academic and
social activities
Conduct/Emotional problems
Hyperactivity, Conduct Problems,
Peer Problems, Emotional
Difficulties and Prosocial

EPPNI Researcher

Record of Special Educational Needs
Strengths and Difficulties
Questionnaire (Goodman, 1997) for
extended study

Class Teacher
Class Teacher

End of primary 4

Name of Assessment

Assessment Content

Administered by:

Key Stage 1 Assessment of English

Talking and Listening, Reading,
Writing
Shape and Space, Processes,
Handling Data, Number,
Measures

From school records

Key Stage 1 Assessment of
Mathematics
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From school records

